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Also, a bill (H. R. 20490) for the relief of Edson Watson; to
the Committee on Clajms.

By Mr. STONE: A bill (H. R. 20491) granting a pension to
Rosa L. Huebner; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 20492) granting an increase of pension to
James Sterns; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 20493) granting an increase of pension to
Andrew R. Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. TAVENNER : A bill (H. R. 20494) granting a pension
;cl) Mary Gertrude Russell; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons.

By Mr. TAYTOR of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 20495) granting a
pension to Arthur L. Perry; to the Committee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Petition of J. L. Amstutz and 37 nther
citizens of Wayne County, Ohio, asking for the passage of
House joint resolution 377, relative to munitions of war; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BEAKES : Petitions of 100 citizens of Jackson, Mich.,
favoring House jolnt resolution 377, relative to export of muni-
tions of war; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. GERRY : Petition of Mrs. R, I. Gammell, of Provi-
dence, R. 1., protesting against equal suffrage; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of C. A. Crombe, George W. Eddy, Walter Haz-
ard, of Wickford; Mrs. Sarah M. R. Aldrich, Mrs. Alice B.
Ham, Marion W. Jenks, Mrs. J. W. North, Ellen M. Anthony,
Barton P. Jenks, Rhode Island State Grange, and Rhode Island
Woman Suffrage Association, of Providence; Helena Sturtevant,
of Middletown; and Pawtucket Woman Suffrage League, of
Pawtucket, all in the State of Rhode Island, favoring equal
suffrage; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'LEARY : Petition of citizens of the second New
York congressional district, favoring House joint resolution 877,
‘l;etlrntlive to munitions of war; to the Committee on Foreign

airs.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: Petition of citizens of Los
Angeles, Cal., favoring the passage of the Hamijll bill, H. R.
5139 ; to the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service.

Also, petition of Branch No. 97, Catholic Enights of Ameriea,
protesting against the publication of the Menace; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, memorial of Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and
Englnemen, Orange Grove Lodge, No. 97, of Los Angeles, Cal,
favoring the passage of the Cummins-Goeke bill (H. R. 178%4) ;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, memorial of the Central Labor Council, Los Angeles,
Cal., relative to increase In the wages of the employees on the
Canal Zone; to the Committee on Labor.

Also, memorial of employees in engine and train service, San
Franeisco, Cal., favoring the passage of the Cummins-Goeke
bills (S. 6165 and H. R. 17894) ; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of J. C. Ernst, of Los Angeles, Cal., protesting
against printing of return envelopes by the Post Office Depart-
ment; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. SWITZER : Protests of 820 citizens of the tenth con-
gressional district of Ohio, petitioning for legislation to forbid
the use of the United States mails to The Menace and similar
publications; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Ronds.

By Mr. WALLIN: Petition of Bl:mdry citizens of the thirtieth
New York district, favoring the passage of 8. 3672, for the
straightening of the Harlem River; to the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors.

SENATE.
Sarurpay, January 2, 1915.
(Legislative day of Tuesday, December 29, 1914.)
The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m:, on the expiration of the

recess.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The regular order is the
unfinished business, House bill 6060, the so-called immigration
bill. The bill is before the Senate as in Committee of the
Whole and open to amendment.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President, I raise the
point of the lack of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New Jer-
tsﬁy suﬂgeﬁts the absence of a quorum. The Secretary will call

e ro!
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The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Gore 0'Gorman Smiih, Md,
Brandegee Gronna Oliver Smith, 8. C.
gggﬂ §Lardwick gvermau Emoo!t
ames a terl
Chambnrlnin “ Johnson Pergglns Swan:(fn
E Kern Reed Thornton
Clar @, Ark.. %;J(E.ge e g.]?blnson '@o}‘énse.ad
cCumber eppard ardaman
Dunng-haru Martine, N. T. Bimmons White
Fletcher Nelson Smith, Ariz. Williams
Gallinger Norrls S8mith, Ga.
Mr. REED. I desire to announce the necessary absence of

my colleague [Mr. StoNE]. I believe he will be able to return
to the Senate some time later in the day.

Mr. KERN. I desire to announce the unavoidable absence of
my colleague [Mr. SHIvELY]. This announcement may stand
for the day.

Mr. SMOOT. I wish to announce the unavoidable absence of
my colleague [Mr. SUTHERLAND].

Mr, MARTINE of New Jersey. I was requested to announce
the unavoidable absence of the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. CaiLToN]. He is paired with the Senator from New Mex-
fco [Mr. Fart].

Mr. TOWNSEND. I wish to announce the absence of the
senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Smita] and that he is
paired on all votes with the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr,
Reen]. I desire this announcement to stand for the day.

Mr, SWANSON. My colleague [Mr. MAarTIN of Virginia] is
detained from the Senate on account of sickness in his family.
He is paired with the Senator from Illinois [Mr. SEERMAN].

Mr. LODGE. My colleague [Mr. WeEks] is unavoidably ab-
sent. He has a general pair with the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. JaAMEs]. I make this announcement to stand for the day.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Forty-three Senators have
answered to their names.. A quorum of the Senate is not pres-
ent. The Secretary will call the list of the absentees.

The Secretary called the names of the absent Senators, and
M;‘ieiﬂamra and Mr. THoMAs answered to their names when
cil

Mr. HOLLIS entered the Chamber and answered to his name.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The second roll ecall still
discloses thie absence of a quorum. What is the pleasure of the
Senators present?

Mr. KERN. I move that the Sergeant at Arms be directed to
request the aftendance of absent Senators.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Sergeant at Arms will
take due notice and enforce the order accordingly.

Mr. PITTMAN, Mr. MYERS, and Mr. BORAH entered the
Chamber and answered to their names.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Forty-nine Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum of the Senate is present.
The Senate will receive a message from the House of Repr&
sentatives.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by J. C. South,
its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed a bill
(H. R. 19906) making appropriations for the service of the Post
Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1916, and
for other purposes, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

CREDENTIALS.

Mr. PITTMAN presented the credentials of Francis G. NEw-

LANDS, chosen by the electors of the State of Nevada a Senator
from that State for the term beginning March 4, 1915, which

‘were read and ordered to be filed.

BEGULATION OF IMMIGRATION.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 6060) to regulate the immigration
of aliens to and the residence of aliens in the United States.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Mr. President, I offer the fol-
lowing amendment, which is merely to make the bill conform to
the present law: On page 26, line 2, following the second semi-
colon, I move to insert “ whether in possession of $50, and, if
less, how much.” That has been suggested in order to keep the
statistical tables correct.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will nofe the
amendment. ’ :

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, there is so much confusion in the
Chamber that I could not hear the statement of the Senator
from South Carolina, and I should like to have the Secretary
report the amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Secretary will state the
amendment,
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The SECRETARY. On page 26, following the word “ paid” and
the semicolon on line 2, it is proposed {o insert ‘‘ whether in
possession of $50, and, if less, how much.”

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. As I stated, the reason for
that amendment is that statistics are being kept under the law,
and the department is desirous of knowing how much immi-
grants bring in up to $50; and then the amendment states, “ if
less, how much,” so that no matter how small an amount an
immigrant should bring in the department wants to keep the
table so as to show the total so brought in,

Mr. SMOOT. Does that interfere in any way with the amount
required at the present time?

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Not at all

Mr, SMOOT. I think the amount required at present is $30,
is it not?

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Yes.

Mr. SMOOT. And this is not intended in any way to increase
that requirement of $30 to $507

Mr. SMITH of South Oarolina.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the
amendment proposed by the Senator from South Carolina. Un-
less there is objection, the amendment is agreed to. The Chair
hears none, and it is agreed to.

Mr, SMITH of South Carolina. On page 42, line 5, after the
word “entered,” I move to insert “or who shall be found in.”
I desire that the amendment be read at the desk, and then I
will make an explanation of it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That is an amendment to an
amendment which has already been adopted. ;

Mr. LODGE. Then the amendment will have to be offered
in the Senate.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina.
I did not notice that. :

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The vote whereby the amend-
ment was agreed to may be reconsidered now, and the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from South Carolina to the
amendment may be offered.

Mr. LODGE. Yes; the vote whereby the amendment was
adopted may be reconsidered. and the amendment proposed by
the Senator from South Carolina may then be offered.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. In order to expedite busi-
ness, I move that the vote whereby the amendment was agreed
to may be reconsidered in order that the amendment may be
amended.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Unless there be objection
the motion is agreed to. The Chair hears none. The amend-
ment to the amendment proposed by the Senator from South
Carolina will be stated.

The SEcRETARY. On page 42, line 5, after the word “ entered,”
in the committee amendment, it i proposed to insert the words
“or who shall be found in."”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Unless there is objection the
amendment to the amendment will be agreed to.

Mr, GRONNA. Mr. President, may we have the whole amend-
ment stated?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The whole amendment will
be now read, and the question then will be on the adoption of
the committee amendment in amended form. The Secretary
will state the amendment as amended.

The SEcRETARY. On page 42, beginning in line 4, it is proposed
to strike out the words ‘“who shall enter the United States in
violation of law ™ and to insert “any alien who shall have en-
tered or who shall be found in the United States in violation
of this act or of any law of the United States, or who at the

Oh, no.

I withdraw the amendment.

time of entry was a member of one or more of the classes ex-

cluded by law.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the adop-
tion of the amendment as amended. Unless there is nbjection
it is agreed to. The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. On page 63, line 8——

Mr. REED. If the Senator will pardon me, I should like to
make a motion to test the Senate's idea of taking a recess.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from South
Carolina yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr, SMITH of South Carolina. I ask the Senator from Mis-
souri to withhold his request just for a moment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from South
Carolina declines to yield for the present.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. On page 63, line 8, after the
word “ descent,” I propose to insert the words “except as pro-
vided in section 19 hereof.” The reason for that amendment
will be obvious to all who will read the language of the bill.

| The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
. amendment proposed by the Senator from South Carolina.

The SECRETARY. On page 63, line 8, after the word “ descent,”
it is proposed to insert the words “except as provided in sec-
tion 19 hereof,” so that, if amended, the proviso will read as
follows:

Provided, That this act shall no .
amend existing laws relsfltngli%lthi Emﬁigcr%%g;ug et'xocl:-:‘:; Eglbrngg{&e:;
Eersons or persons of Chinese descent except as provided In section 19

ereot‘ nor to repeal, alter, or amend section 6, chapter 453, third ses-
sion Fifty-eighth Congresa. anroved February 6, 1305, or the aect ap-
proved August 2, 1882, entitled “An act to regulate the carriage of
passengers by sea,” and amendments thereto. .

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Unless there is objection, the
amendment will be agreed to. The Chair hears none, and it is
s0 ordered. i

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. There is just one other
verbal change which is necessary to clarify the law. On page
63, line 17, I propose to strike out the word “last” and to
insert in lien thereof the word “third,” for the reason that
certain amendments have been made to that section which re-
quire that change.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment
by the Senator from South Carolina will be stated.

The SECRETARY. On page 63, line 17, before the word “ pro-
viso,” it is proposed to strike out the word “last” and to insert
the word “ third,” so that it will read “ except as mentioned in
the third proviso of section 19 hereof.” :

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. There have been ofher pro-
visos added, and this occurs in the third. Therefore the word
“last” would be misleading. !

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Unless there is objection, the
amendment is agreed to. The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered. . y

Mr, SMITH of South Carolina. On page 12, line 25, after the
word “alien” and before the word “for,” I propose to insert
the word * female”; in the same line I move to strike out the
word “for” at the end of the line; and on page 13, line 1, I
move to strike out the words “any other immoral purpose”
and to insert in lieu thereof the words “.to import any alien
male for immoral purposes,”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed by
the Senator from South Carolina will be stated.

The SECRETARY. On page 12, line 25, affer the word “ alien,”
it is proposed’fo insert the word “female”; at the end of the
same line to strike out the word “for”; on line 1, page 13,
to strike out the words *“ any other immoral purposes,” and to
insert in lien thereof the words “to import any alien male
for immoral purposes,” so that if amended it will read:

SeC. 4. That the Importation into the United States of any alien for
the Purpose of prostitution or for any other immoral purpose is hereby
forbidden, and whoever shall, directly or indirectly, import, or attempt
to import, into the United States any alien femnlve for the purpose of

rostitution or to import any allen male for immoral purposes, or shall
old or attempt to hold any allen for any such purpose in pursuance
of such lllegal importation, or shall keep, maintain, control, support,
employ, or harbor in any house or other place for the purpose of
prostitution or for any other immoral purpose any alien in pursuance
gi :urcet;og;’egal importation shall In every such case be deemed gullty

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the adop-
tion of the amendment. Unless there is objection, it is agreed
to. The Chair hears none.

Mr. REED obtained the floor.

My, SMITH of South Carolina. Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missourl
has been recognized.

Mr. REED. I yield to the chairman of the committee, if he
wants to perfect some language of the bill.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina, On page 62, line 19, after the
word “and,” I move to strike out * fourteen” and to insert
“fﬁ ;tgef;’“ 80 as to make the act take effect July 1, 1915, instead
0 -

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Unless there is objection, the
amendment is agreed to. The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, former President Taft is before
the Philippines Committee this morning by its invitation, and is
delivering a very interesting dissertation upon the condition of
the Philippine Islands and upon the various features of the bill
now pending in regard to the Philippines. I think all the mem-
bers of the committee, with the exception of myself, are present
at the hearing, and quite a concourse of people have assembled.
The members of the committee requested me to come to the
Senate and ask it to take a recess until half past 12 o’clock. In
view of the fact that Mr. Taft has been President of the United
States, that he has come here for the purpose of giving his ad-
vice—and he is undoubtedly one of the best-informed men in the
United States with reference to the Philippines—I move that the
Senate take a recess until half past 12 o'clock. : o)

proposed
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Mr. NELSON.
for a moment?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
gouri yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. REED. Certainly.

Mr. NELSON. Before the motion is put, I should be very
glad if the Senator would allow me to offer a very brief amend-
ment to the immigration bill, to which I think there will be no

Mr, President, will the Senator yield to me

objection. 4

Mr. REED. Very well

Mr. NELSON. I offer the amendment which I send fo the
desk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Minne-
sota offers an amendment, which the Secretary will state.

The SeEcrerArY. In section 3, page 7, line 11, after the word
“ parents,” it is proposed to strike out *“at the discretion of the
Secretary of Labor or under such regulations as he may from
time to time prescribe” and in lieu thereof to insert “ except
that any such children may, in the discretion of the Secretary
of Labor, be admitted if in his opinion they are not likely to
become a public charge and are otherwise eligible.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the adop-
tion of the amendment. Unless there is objection, the amend-
ment will be agreed to. The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. I ask unanimous consent to intro-
duce a bill for proper reference and also to present an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to the sundry civil appropriation
bill. .

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will require unanimous
consent to do that.

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. I have asked unanimous consent.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arizona

asks unanimous consent at this time to introduce a bill. Is
there objection?

Mr. SMITH ef South Carolina. I object.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made. The

question is on the motion of the Senator from Missouri that the
Senate take a recess until 12.30 o'clock.

The motion was rejected. -

Mr. REED. Mr, President, I desire to offer an amendment.
I move to strike out, on page 14, lines 14 to 16, the words “ or
by any person who shall first bring his action therefor in his
own name and for his own benefit."

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Missouri.

The SEcrRETARY. In section 5, page 14, line 14, after the name
“ United States,” it is proposed to strike out “or by any per-
son who shall first bring his action therefor in his own name
and for his own benefit.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
tion of the amendment.

Mr. REED. I merely want to say a word about it. The sec-
tion in which this language appears, being section 5, provides
that it shall be unlawful to prepay the transportation of peo-
ple coming to this country, and it provides further:

For every violation of any of the provisions of this section the per-
son, partnership, company, or corporation vielating the same sE&]l
forfeit and pay for each offense the sum of $1,000, which may be sued
for and recovered by the United States—

" That far I think the section absolutely unobjectionable. The
language I am calling attention to and which I am asking to
have stricken out is this: :

or by ang fperson who shall first bring his actlon therefor in his own
name an ‘or his own benefit.

Under that language, as it stands, any individual, even though
he knew that the Government was prosecuting an inquiry and
was about to bring action, or a series of actions, could rush
into court and file suit first and recover the penalties for him-
self. I hardly think that is wise. I think it is very rare that
a person bringing a suit for a violation of a criminal statute is
permitied to retain the entire proceeds of the fine or penalty.
Sometimes a person is permitted to retain a percentage of the
fine or penalty, but as this clause is now drawn, if the United
States authorities were investigating and were about to pro-
ceed with suits to recover penalties, an individual could rush
into court and file his complaint a day or an hour before the
Government authorities had filed their papers, and he counld
recover the fines entirely for himself. It seems to me that is
extreme; it seems to me it is bad, and that the words ought to
go out of the bill. . y

If it were desired to secure information in the prosecution of
suits, I should not object if they allowed the person bringing
the suit to recover a portion of the penalty, but to give him the
right to recover all of the penalty seems to me to be unprece-
dented. Generally speaking, the promotion of litigation by of-

The question is on the adop-

fering the penalties, which ought to go to the publie, to the in-
former or to the person bringing the suit is bad policy, In most
States that kind of legislation is discountenanced. I have no
desire to take the time of the Senate further. I have stated
the matter. i -

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Mr, President, I will state to
the Senator from Missouri that that is now the existing law.
It has been in operation since 1907, and no complaint has come
to the committee from anyone as to the abuse which the Sena-
tor suspects may arise under it. This is the first time my at-
tention has been called to it, and I do not know how it has
operated; but the committee has no information that it has
been abused nor have any cases of such abuse been cited.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, I am informed that this provi-
sion is existing law, but I believe there is a great deal of merit
in the suggestion of the Senator from Missouri. I believe the
provision should be stricken out. If I may again refer to the
case arising in North Dakota fo which I called attention a few
days ago, I belleve that if this language had not been in the
law the farmer to whom I referred would not have had suit
entered against him for a thousand dollars in the case of each
of the individuals from Canada whom he had employed to work
for him. I know of at least one instance where advantage was
taken of this particular provision of the law, and I can see no
good reason why an individual should be allowed to cause
another individual any expense or any trouble. I can see no
good in the provision, and it ought to be stricken out. £

Mr. O'GORMAN. Mr. President, I think this is a very vicious
provision to be included in this or in any similar law. The
mere fact that it is taken from the existing statute should not in
itself restrain the Senate from striking it out at this time.

Section 5 of the bill prohibits what is called the importation
of contract labor. It then imposes a fine or a forfeit of $1,000
for every offense, and the offense may consist either of a specific
agreement to give employment to an alien when he comes here,
or it may consist in an attempt to induce or assist aliens to
come here. The statute further provides that the United States
Government may institute an action to recover the forfeit. Up
to that point, perhaps, there is no objection fo this measure;
but now comes this additional provision, which states that such

‘an action may be brought by any person, notwithstanding what

the Government may d> or may not do.
this sum may be recovered—

by any person who shall first brin

The language ‘is that

his action therefor in his own name
and for his own benefit, including any such aliens thus offered or
promised employment as aforesald.

That opens the door, Mr. President, to the grossest kind of
blackmail. An alien can come into this country, and, under this
statute he can claim—though his claim may have no founda-
tion other than his own assertion—that he was induced to come
into this country by =some individunal or eorporation; and if the
court believes his statement the one who was induced to come
here may recover a thousand dollars and retain it.

" I hope this provision will be stricken out.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senafor from New
York yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. O'GORMAN. T do.

Mr. BORAH. I wish to ask the Senator from New York in
what condition, if this amendment is adopted, the law will be
as to being made effective, as to the punishment of those who do
violate the law?

Mr. O’'GORMAN. Why, take, for illustration, the case of an
alien who has been induced, in violation of the statute, to come
into this country. He may give his information to the United
States authorities, or they will acquire it in ordinary course,
at our various ports. They will communicate their information
to the Department of Justice. The Department of Justice, if
the case is sufticiently clear, will commence its suit against the
offending person and recover the forfeit, .

Mr. BORAH. The amendment has the effect of taking out
of !the bill the inducement to activity upon the part of individ-
uals. .

Mr. O'GORMAN. No; there may be other inducements short
of the one provided for in the bill. The bill gives to an alien
who comes here in violation of the law the extraordinary rem-
edy of commencing an action and recovering the entire penalty
and retaining it for himself. )

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, will the Senator pardon an in-

terruption?
Mr. O'GORMAN. Surely.
Mr. CLAPP. It seems to me this is the most vicious form of

informer provision along this line that we have ever had. I
think we rejected the whole principle of the informer in our
antitrust legislation after debating the proposition. Now, this
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law—and the fact that this provision has been in the law is no
reason simply of itself why it should remain there—goes fur-
ther than that, and holds out to the man who has violated the
law, or who will elaim a wviolation of the law, an inducement
backed by the prospect of recovery by himself of the fine.

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. He can violate the law and then
make money out of it.

Mr. CLAPP. Yes. It encourages blackmailing a man, be-
cause back of the effort to blackmail is the blackmailer’s own
benefit in the way of the thousand-dollar fine which he re-
covers. It seems to me that it is intolerable in connection with
our Ameriean prineiples,

Mr. O'GORMAN. In this connection I should like to call
attention to an instance that came under my observation re-
cently, showing how drastic this law is, without giving the
alien the right to invoke its benefits by an individual suit.

A lawyer in the city of Buffalo not many months since re-
ceived a letter from a lawyer's clerk in Toronto, Canada, in
which the writer said he had been employed in a law office for
nearly 30 years; that his work was largely that of a scrivener.
Indeed, he did the class of work in a law office that in most
offices in this country is now done by the typewriter. He asked
if he could get employment if he came over to Buffalo. If you
remember, it {s probably only an hour's distance. The Buffalo
lawyer acknowledged the letter and said: “ I shall be glad to
see you when you come over here.” The clerk came over and
was employed, I think, at $12 a week, or some such salary.
There probably was no other man in the law office in Buffalo
who could do the particular work that this individual was
able to do. The attention of the Federal authorities was called
to this alleged violation of the law, and the Department of
Justice communicated with the district attorney at Buffalo.
There seemed to be such a complete absence of any design or
purpose to evade or violate the law that no proceeding was
taken to prosecute the lawyer in Buffalo, but if the clerk who
sought the position and who received the encouragement to
come over to Buffalo and make a personal application for the
place was so inclined he could avall himself of this particular
paragraph of the law and demand a thousand dollars’ forfeit,
just as was done in the case the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Groxxa] spoke abont some days ago.

I hope this provision will be stricken out.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, this provision, which is in the
existing law, if my memory serves me right, goes back some
distance in our legislation. It was put in owing to the ex-
treme difficulty in getting evidence of violations of the contract-
labor law. :

I was on a committee appointed by the Senate to investigate
the subject of contract labor in 1893, I think. Senator David
B. Hill, of New York, was chairman of the committee. We held
an investigation in the city of New York. The committee ob-
tained an entire conviction in their own minds that the contract-
labor law was being violated in many ways; but they were met
at every step, when they made ingquiries of the law officers of
the Government, with the statement that it was extremely
difficult to get the necessary evidence, or to get information
which would enable them to enforce the law. It was for
that purpose that this provision was put in—to get the evi-
dence and to get the information necessary for enforcing the
contract-labor law.

I see very plainly the objection to giving to the informer the
right to sue and recover; but the contract-labor law is an ex-
tremely difficult one to enforce. It is extremely difficult to get
the evidence necessary, and that is the reason for this clause.
I know it is exceptional, but I think it was felt at the time by
the committees of both Houses that it was necessary to have
some exceptional provision in order to enforee the contract-
labor law ns it should be enforced.

Mr. O'GORMAN. Mr. President, I desire to put an inguiry
to the Senator from Massachusetts. Does not the Senator from
Massachusetts believe that an opportunity to reward the in-
former under the terms of this language is likely to be a prolific
source of blackmail and oppression?

Mr. LODGE. It has not been, as a matter of fact.

Mr. O'GORMAN. In the Instance cited a few days ago by
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. GroNNA] it was.

Mr, LODGE. I do not know about that particular instance,
except that I believe I am right in saying that the farmer was
trying to bring in some Hindus from Canada—nine, I think—
and it was a clear violation of the law. I do not know how the
information was given, but there was no doubt that it was a
violation of the contract-labor law.

As the senior Senator from New York has suggested, and as
the junior Senator from New York well knows, this is not a
new plan, It has been adopted in many criminal statutes

where it has been found necessary in order to get tnfonnatlon
for the enforcement of the law. K

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, does the Senator recall any
criminal statute where the party himself, who assumes the role’
of informer, is rewarded? I do not think we have ever earried |
legislation to that extent. We have carried it to the extent of .
rewarding the informer; but this, it seems to me, goes farther
than any legislation we have ever had and rewards the indi-
vidual who is a party to the offense, or alleges himself to be. §

Mr, LODGE. I do not think that has been uncommon in
criminal legislation. |

Mr. CLAPP. I certainly think it has, :

Mr. LODGE. Baut it is a question of the enforcement of this
law; and, as I have said, it is extremely difficult to get the evi-
dence. I do not like the business of rewarding informers in
any law, but sometimes it becomes absolutely necessary, just as
it becomes absolutely necessary for the law officers of the Gov-
ernment to grant immunity, we may say, to a criminal who
turns State's evidence. It is undesirable, perhaps, theoretically,
but it becomes necessary for the punishment of erime; and from
my experience on that committee I know the extreme d.lﬁieulty
there is in getting the evidence.

We found in New York many cases of Italian padrones who
brought young boys to this country and held them under an
agreement and took all their wages. The cases were clear
enough, but it was almost impossible for our law officers to get
the necessary information to prove a ease in eourt.

Mr. O'GORMAN. The Senator does not suggest that the con-
dition to which he refers obtains at this time in New York
among the Italians?

Mr. LODGE. Obh, I mentioned New York only because it was
there that we happened to hold the inguiry. I have no doubt’
it obtained in Boston and elsewhere. No; I do not think it
does. i
Mr. O'GORMAN. That was a very objectionable practice,
which was corrected many years ago in various cities of the
United States. {

Mr. LODGE. I think it was corrected very largely as a result
of that investigation; but it existed. I used It only as an illus-'
tration. It was to reach similar cases that this provision wus
put in the law.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I find that the amendment ﬂ:at
I offered, somewhat hastily, is not complete. I desire, there-'
fore, to offer the following as my amendment :

On page 14, lines 14 to 17, strike out the following language'

Or by :m{ person who shall first bring his action therefor in his own.

or

name and own benefit, including any such allens thus offered
or promised employment as aforesaid. {

Mr. President, the fact that this clause has been in the law
for some little time, and that no great wrong has yet developed,
does not warrant us in allowing it to remain In the law. It is
absolutely certain to my mind that some enterprising shyster
lawyer will some day enter upon the exploitation of this clause
of the law. It is also entirely plain to me that it will become
a ready weapon in the hands of the blackmailer. It ought not;
tolbe left in. It is a sort of legal deadfall, which should not
exist.

As I said a moment ago, I have known of many statutes which
provided that an informer might receive a part of the penalty,:
but I have no recollection of any statute which provides that an
informer shall receive the entire penalty; that he can even cut
the Government out of the penalty by filing his suit five minutes
before the Government brings its suit. Neither do I know of
any law which rewards a party to a crime, which actually
pays him a preminm. I do know of many instances, as we all
do, of men who have given information to the Government who
have thereby escaped punishment themselves. This, however,
is a question of rewarding the individual, of giving him the
penalty, and it certainly is a very extreme measure.

Mr. JAMES. Mr. President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. REED. I do.

Mr. JAMES. Is it not true that the only way you can get
evidence of the importation of these laborers is by going abroad
for the evidence, to some one there who knows of the facts
or to the man himself who is brought here? And is not the
Government greatly handicapped unless you do put some pro-
vision like that in here? Because you have to get the evidence
from the man himself, or from some other person in the foreign
country who heard of the inducement that was offered to bring
the man here. I feel sure this provision should be kept in
this bill, because it is the most effective possible way to pre-
vent the importation by corporations of contract labor.
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Mr. REED. No, Mr, President; I can not agree with the
Senator from Kentucky that those are the only means. Let me
illustrate. A steamship company might be engaged in this busi-
ness. Some employee of that steamship company might dis-
close the practice of inducing people to come here in violation
of this statute. An employee, we will say, of a steel mill might
know of these practices. The ordinary laborer in the steel mill
might learn, from talking with men who came over and who
took employment, that they had been brought over under induce-
ments of some kind. The secret service of the whole Govern-
ment is at the command of the Government.

Mr. JAMES. Of course that would be hearsay testimony only.
You would have to go to the man himself in order to prove it.

Mr. REED. Why, of course, I understand that the mere fact
that somebody told the man could not be produced in evidence;
but if these men had told others, and the facts became known,
and there were great crowds being brought in, it is almost cer-
tain that the Government, being put upon the trail of the
evidence, could easily find somebody who would tell the facts;
and they could follow it to the corporations themselves, put the
agents of the corporations upon the stand, and disclose the
truth of the matter in that way, just as we get at the fact that
a trust has been formed. All of these questions, as the Senator
knows—for he is a lawyer of eminence—have their difficulties,
but they are not insurmountable ones.

Mr. JAMES. The Senator himself, though, as I recall, ad-
vocated such a provision in the antitrust bill. I know I myself
advocated a provision of that chmracter, because it is extremely
hard to get these facts from any other person than those who
are directly connected with them, generally, in the violation of
the law. If it was a good thing in the case of the antitrust
law, where all the people are here in this country, I can not
see why it is not a very good thing where your testimony, if
you do not rely upon something like this, has to be obtained
from a country where we have no jurisdiction.

Mr. REED. I think the Senator is in error about my having
advoeated a proposition like this in any law.

Mr, JAMES. I did not say exactly like this, but I said that
the Senator advocated a provision, if I am not mistaken, in the
antitrust law which gave to any clerk or any person working
for a corporation a reward in case of conviction.

Mr. REED. Exactly; that the Atftorney General was au-
thorized to make an agreement to pay a reward not exceeding
10 per cent of the penalties which might be recovered. I think
it was 10 per cent. Now, that is very different from this.

I stated in the beginning of my remarks, when, I think, the
Senator was absent, that if this bill provided that some portion
of the penalty might be-paid to an informer it would put it in
a different class. This does not even go to the informer, to the
man who furnishes the evidence. It goes to the man who first
files a suit, and that man may be the individual who was im-
ported himself. That is a startling proposition to me.

Mr. BORAH. Mpyr. President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. REED. 1 do.

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator will permit me, it seems to me
that it would be a very difficult thing under this section to
blackmail after all, for the reason that the basis of the right to
recover is the finding that the law has been violated. There
shall have first been a violation of the law and a finding to
that effect, and upon that finding, as I understand the sec-
tion, and by reason of it, this forfeiture is made. Anyone in
the United States may sue for the forfeiture, or one of the
aliens who has been brought over here may sue for the for-
feiture. If the contract-labor law has been violated, is it
unjust or at all unwise to permit the man who has been induced
to come here to recover this forfeiture?

Mr. REED. I think it is highly unwise.

Mr. BORAII. He does not get his forfeiture by reason simply
of giving information. He is not given this amount of money
by reason of disclosing the fact; but if a judgment shall have
been rendered to the effect that the law has been violated, he
may then suoe for the recovery.

Mr. REED. Answering the Senator from Idaho, of course
it can be made the means of blackmail. Suppose a man is
brought to this country under contraef, and this law stands as
it is now written. That individual can go to the man who
brought him here and say, “ If you do not give me $500, I shall
file a suit, take the stand and testify, and you will have to pay
$1.000; and, more than that, you will be liable to eriminal pen-
alties.” So it could be used as a means of blackmail.

But notice now, this does not provide that whoever shall
bring information to the Federal authorities leading to the
arrest and conviction of a violator of this law shall be paid a

portion of the penalty, but the proposed law, as it now stands,
provides that any person may file a suit; and if he has filed it
one minute before the Government has filed its petition his suit
takes precedence and he recovers the penalty, and the Govern-
ment gets nothing. I think that is extreme. But I do not
desire to detain the Senate further.

Mr., O'GORMAN. Mr. President, I desire to make only one
observation in connection with the remarks made by the Sena-
tor from Idaho [Mr. Boran]. The very language of section 5
does not contemplate that before the alien begins his suit to
recover the penalty it must previously have been adjudged that it
was a violation. .I think if the Senator will look at the section,
he will find that all that need be done, if this law is to re-
main as it is, is that any alien can initiate a suit in his own
name, whether it be well founded or not, and claim that he was
induced to come into the couniry because of some promise or
encouragement given to him by an American; and if he suc-
ceeds in making out his case, he will recover. But regarding
the suggestion that this can be used as a means of blackmalil,
let us suppose a case where an alien, perhaps under the evil
influence of some attorney, should say, “ You promised to give
me employment if I came to this country ; you violated the law.”
The citizen might deny it, and yet under a threat that such a
charge would be made against him he might, like in many other
cases of blackmail, yield to the extortion.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not believe I am in error
as to the interpretation I place upon section 5. Perhaps I
might have been misunderstood to mean that there should pre-
cede a judgment of violation before the party could recover. If
so, In that respect I would be in error. But there must be at
some time a determination or a judgment to the effect that the
law has been violated. That is the basis of the right to re-
cover. It may be in the same action which is brought for the
purpose of recovery, but there must be a violation of the law
and some tribunal or court must determine that there has been
a violation of the law, and if there has been a violation of the
law then the party may recover $1,000 or any part of it. I do
not believe that would be an unwise provision to put in any
bill. But we know—we have been informed by the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopge]—that it has been almost im-
possible to enforce the law in regard to the importation of im-
migrants under contract, and it is being constantly, I am
informed, violated. In these days it needs something in a
drastic form in order to remedy the evil,

Mr. THOMAS. 1 should like to ask the Senator from Idaho
before he takes his seat whether the importation of, say, 1,000
immigrants or contract laborers in a body would, under the
phraseology of this section, constitute more than one offense,
or whether the offense would be multiplied by as many times
as there are contract laborers in the importation. :

Mr. BORAH. The Senator is a very great lawyer.
does the Senator think about it?

Mr. THOMAS. I am informed by the Senator from Maine
[Mr, JoraxsoN] that that is covered by a clause in the same
section. The clause to which my attention is called reads:

And under either the civil or the eriminal procedure mentioned sepa-
rate suits or prosecutions may be brought for each alien thus offered
or promised employment as aforesaid.

I think that would cover it.

Mr. ROOT. Mr, President, I want merely to make a sug-
gestion about this provision. There is nothing new about it,
nothing peculiar. It is the old qui tam action which has existed
in our law time out of mind. The judiciary act—the act of
February, 1799—provides: .

That if any informer on a penal statute, and to whom the penalty or
any part thereof, if recovered, is directed to accrue, shall discontinue his
suit or pmsecutlon or shall be nonsuited in the same, or if upon trial
judgment shall be rendered in favor of the defendant, unless such in-
former be an officer of the United States he shall be alone liable to the
clerks, marshals, and attorneys for the fees of such prosecution,

Under that form of action, known to the common law, fa-
miliar both in England and America, and from the earliest
times, it seems the person stigmatized as the informer in this
character of litigation brings his suit. It is of no particular
consequence whether the statute which allows him to bring it
gives him all or half or any part of the proceeds of the penalty
for which he sues. The statute which I have just read, which
is indexed under the head of qui tam actions in the Revised
Statutes of the United States, refers as an existing kind of
action to the old qui tam action. I have not thought very much
about whether this provision is necessary or desirable in these
cases or not, but it is not anything new. It is merely applying
to this particular statute the expedient which we have always
from our early history availed of in a particular class of cases
and a particular class of statutes, statutes where the informa-
tion necessary to maintain suits to remedy an evil, to prevent

What
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an evil practice, is lodged in the bosom of persons who are con-
cerned in the transaction, and where you can not get it out
except by appealing to self-interest and getting somebody to
turn informer. It is a disagreeable field upon which to enter.
Anyone who has been charged with the conduct of Government
prosecutions must have felt great repugnance in entering upon
it, but it has been the experience and common judgment of all
Governments that it is sometimes necessary. This seems to be
a kind of an evil which can be reached only by this very dis-
agreeable method.

In every case where you have recourse to informers you must
recognize the fact that the appeal is not to the.nobler impulses,
and there is always opportunity for blackmail, but it is the
choice between leaving the law unenforced and the evil to
which the law is aimed at unredressed, on the one hand, or
ereating a situation in which the appeal to self-interest or of
emolument to an informer will leave an opportunity to black-
mail, There is a choice in it, but if you want the law enforced
it is necessary that you shall have recourse to this old ex-
pedient, a qui tam action.

Mr. O'GORMAN. Mr. President, I do not agree with my dis-
tinguished colleagne [Mr. Roor] that this is the only alterna-
tive, that yon must either encourage suits by informers or suffer
the nonenforcement of the law. The Labor Department, with
its tremendous power and instrumentalities, will never have any
difficulty in ascertaining through its agents and its secret
service whether the law is being enforced or violated. There
are perhaps always ways of giving some reward to those who
may be able to furnish information. I think that answers the
main contention made by my colleague.

It is not necessary to conclude that this law can not be
enforced. I believe it can be enforced and enforced by the
department in charge of the responsibility of enforcing it, and
where violations occur they will be punished in due course,
first, by being exposed to a fine of a thousand dollars in each
cage in a snit brought by the Government, and in addition to
that being subject to eriminal prosecution. The language up
to that point is sufficiently drastie, in my judgment, without
going to a most extreme extent witheut a precedent in the
history of this Government.

My colleague cites authorities which really do not apply here,
where you might under certain circumstances, feel it neces-
sary to give to a citizen of the country the right to institute an
informer’s action. When before did we ever attempt to confer
this right upon aliens coming here in violation of the law,
aliens perhaps who might not ‘be permitted to go beyond Castle
Garden or the port at which they land, which is the cause of
the violation; yet while at Castle Garden, acting under the
influences of a designing attorney, they can under this language,
if it be retained, commence individual ecivil actions seeking to
recover a thousand dollars for every violation.

Mr. REED. The Senator has been a judge of distinction.
Let me ask him if he does not believe it would be dangerous
to justice itself to put witnesses upon the stand everyone of
whom might have been made parties plaintiff in a suit and
everyone of whom would receive a thousand dolllars in the event
of a judgment?

Mr. O'GORMAN. By cooperating with one another?

Mr. REED. By cooperating with one another.

Mr. O'GORMAN. I think the main objection to this measure
is the extent to which it may be used for purely blackmail pur-
poses, Where there has been a real violation of the law there
should not be much difficulty in the Labor Department through
its agents ascertaining the violation and then having the Gov-
ernment begin its suit.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr, President——

Mr. O'GORMAN. 1 yield to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. TOWNSEND. As I understand it, this language is al-
rendy in the law.

Mr. O'GORMAN. Yes. ‘

Mr., TOWNSEND. May I ask the Senator if he knows
whether under its operation and enforcement the things to
which the Senator refers have actually occurred?

Mr. O'GORMAN. No; I do not. The chairman of the com-
mittee states this provision has not been the subject of any con-
sideration whatever by the Immigration Committee. It went
through as a matter of course. The first time that this objeec-
tionable paragraph bas received the attention of the Senate is
this morning, when called to our attention by the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. REED].

I have but one further word to say. Opinions may differ as
to the advisability of permitting informers to be benefited finan-
cially as the result of information which they give to the au-
thorities. There are those who think it is a very wise policy.
There are those who condemn it. I think it is the judgment of

most persons who have considered the subject that the evil as-
sociated with such laws far exceeds any possible benefit that
may come from it.

The latest expression of this body on this identical suhject
was made some few months ago when we were discussing the
antitrust legislation. The Senate, by its action with regard to
that legislation, declared that it would not favor laws which
could be made the instruments of blackmail, extortion, and op-
pression, because they minimized if they did not entirely ex-
clude In the antitrust laws all possibility of informers profiting
financially by information, true or false, that they might offer,

I have no hesitation in afirming that the average informer is
so lost to moral responsibility, as a rule—there are exceptions,
but as a rule—that he will not hesitate to perjure himself if
by so doing hie can bring money to his pocket. :

Mr. ROOT. Mr, President, the effect of permitting informers
to assume this attitnde has had consideration and has been the
subject of legislation. Section 5205 of the Revised Statutes,
passed shortly before there was general liberty granted to per-
sons interested in litigation to testify, provides that—

Any officer or other person entitled
of an§ fine, gualty, oﬁorfelmre Incutt?rec:‘]r tﬁfﬂirf'al:g ill;.t:' g? rti: rl'..":at;?ers
States may examined as a witness in any of the proceedings for the
recovery of such fine, penalty, or forfeiture by either of the parties
thereto, and such examination shall not deprive such witness of his
share or interest in such fine, penalty, or forfelture.

That registers, together with other sections, including the one
referred to, the deliberate judgment of the Congress of the
United States regarding cases pf this kind.

My colleague was mistaken if he thought that I said this was
the only way to enforce this statute. I have not said that, be-
cause I have not considered this statute; I have not thought
about it; I have not considered whether or not there may be
some other way. As my colleague says, that is quite natural,
because this particular subject has not been considered at all
with regard to the particular bill whi¢h is pending. I have
merely interposed in this discussion for the purpose of putting
the discussion on what I conceived to be the right basis: that
is, not as a discussion of some new proposal but as the discussion
of a desire to reverse a long-settled practice and policy of our
Government in similar cases, It seemed to me that we were
discussing this as if it were something new, when it is really
but one form of putting into this proposed statute the old, old
expedient of allowing a qui tam action, in which the informer
can be induced to bring up his testimony by receiving all or a
part of the penalty. I have merely read section 5203 of the
Revised Statutes to show that the question of the effect of the
interest upon the testimony of the informer has been considered
and passed upon by the Congress and that their judgment has
been embedded in the Revised Statutes of the United States.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I am not very favorably dis-
posed toward the informer, but undoubtedly there are subjects
which must be dealt with in that way. I do not think that this
provides for the old qui tam action altogether, but there are two
things here which, it seems to me, we ought to consider. Even
if it is wise to stimulate proseeutions by giving to an informer
some part of the recovery, it can not be wise to allow the in-
former to bring an independent suit, to be prosecuted by him
according to his own pleasure. I have had some experience in
my State with prosecutions of that character, and they do not
tend to an enforcement of the law. On the contrary, they tend
simply to the private profit. of the informer.

If there should be any partition of the recovery, it should be
a partition made by the Government of the recovery in a sunit
brought in its name, giving to the informer such part of the
judgment as we might think it wise to give him.

But, as I look at this clause, it has another defect which is
very much more serious. It will be observed that the action
brought by the informer and the criminal action that might be
instituted by the Government are in the alternative. A suit
brought by the informer and a recovery by him would be a bar
to any criminal prosecution under the law. That being true,
the privilege given to the informer to bring the suit might be
used to give criminal immunity fo one who had violated the
law under such circumstances as to make.eriminal punishment
the only penalty that ought to be imposed.

Mark you how the eclause reads:

And for every violation of any of the provisions of this sectlon the

erson, partnership, company, or corporation violating the same shall
gorfeit and é)ay for every such offense the sum of $1,000, which may be
sned for and recovered by the United States, or by any person who shall
first bring his action therefor in his own name and for bis own benefit,
including any such aliens thus offered or promised employment as
aforesuig. ns debts of like amount are now recovered in the courts
of the United States; or for every violation of the provisions hereof the
person violating the same may be prosecuted in a criminal action for a

misdemeanor, and on conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine of
$1,000, or by imprisonment for a term of mnot less than six months
nor maore two years.
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It can not be that we desire to turm over to an informer, no
matter whether he be a citizew or an: alien, the privilege of
determining whether the United States shall punish one who
violates this section under the criminal part of the seetion.
¥ therefore suggest to the chairman: of the committee, who: has
this matter in charge, that either I have misconstrued it or
that he must have overlooked it, for it is inconceivable to me
that any such object is intended to be accomplished.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa:
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield to the Senator:

Mr. BORAH. Do I understand that the Senator's view is
that if the action were brought by an informer for the forfeit-
ure of a thousand dollars, that would preclude any criminal
action for the enforcement of the provision?

Mr. CUMMINS. I so understandi :

Mr. BORAH, I do not see it in that light. The provision
reads: {

And for every violatiom of any of the provisions of this sectionm
the person, parinership, eompany, or eorporation ﬁolntltig the same
shall forfeit and pa; g)r every such offense the sum: of §1,000; which
may be sued for and recovered by the United States; or by any person
who shall first bring his action therefor in his own name and for
his own benefit, including any such allems thus offered or promised
employment as aforesaid, as ts of like: amount are now recovered
in. the courts of the United States; or for every violation of the pro-
vislons hereof the person violating the same may be prosecuted Iin a
criminal action for a misdemeanor.

You may bring a civil suit or there may be a.criminal sction
at the same time.

Mr. CUMMINS. But there can net be both.

Mr, BORAH. Why not?

Mr. CUMMINS. Because the word “or” precludes it, upless
that word is construed, as it sometimes is, I grant, as the
equivalent of the word “and.”

Mr. BORAH. I do not think so. You could not introduce:
@ civil judgment as a bar in a criminal suit. The use of the
word “or™ does not have the effect, in my judgment, of limit-
ing to one cause of action.

Mr. REED. Mr, President, may I suggest, if the Seaator
will permit me; that this being a highly penal statute, it would
be strictly construed and not extended. It is perfectly plain
to me as it now reads that the Senator from Iowa is right.

Mr. CUMMINS. From my standpoint the interpretation
seems to be clear; but, even if it is not clear, the matter is of
such moment that I am sure those who favor the informer
system would not be willing to substitute that method for the
enforcement of the criminal law of the country:

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Mr. President, before the
Senator takes his seat I will ask him if it would meet his sug:
gestion if, beginning with line 19, after the words * United
States,” the word “or"” should be changed to “ and,” so as to
coordingte the two and make both eriminal and eivil precedure
possible?

Mr. CUMMINS. I mean fo say that the langunage should'
make it entirely certain that the informer, if that feature of the
bill is to be preserved, might bring his suit, and at the same
time the Government of the United States might indict and
punish by fmprisonment or fine if it so desired.

AMr. ROOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore: Does the Semator fromy
Towa yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. CUMMINS:. I yield. .

Mr. ROOT. I rose to suggest to the Senator from Town tha
there have been for a great many years double proceedings con-
tinually going on under the laws of the United States. One
marked example is the case of the United States against Boyd,
which is a rather well-known leading case, although I do not
remember the volume in which that case is found.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, we are unable to hear the Sena-
tor on this side of the Chamber.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Senators to the right of the
Chair are unable to hear the colloquy taking place between the
two Senators on the other side.

Mr. ROOT. I was calling the attention of the Senator from
Iowa to the fact that there have always been going on double
sets of proceedings under the penal statutes of the United
States—proceedings for forfeiture, proceedings civil in form, and
proceedings for punishment criminal in form, and I was just
referring him to the well-known ease of United States against
Boyd. In that case, which was decided by the Supreme Court
about 30 years ago, a firm of glass importers in New York had
imported glass on which they fraudulently made an exemption
under Government contract of a much larger amount than they
were entitled to. The glass was seized, forfeiture proceedings

were brougth, and the glass was forfeited. At the same tifhe

'mey were indicted, tried, and convicted. The Supreme Court

held that the forfeiture proeeeding was a penal proceeding, and

‘reversed the judgment on account of the improper admission of
evidence, beecause they hiad been compelled to testify against them-
| selves; but the conviction stood, a convietion which eame after the

judgment in the forfeiture proceedings, and the defendants
served. out their term in the  penitentiary. Now, that is prac-

. tically the situation which we have here.

Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator from New York does not, T

'-think, quite understand the point of my suggestion. I do not

think there is any constitutional repugnance between a suit

:for such: a forfeiture as is here provided on the part of an in-
former and a contemporaneous criminal prosecution by the
Government.. I think both may constitutionally proceed at the

same time and both go to their end. My suggestion was that
this: proposed: statute, however, precludes it. This bill seems
to: me to mean that if one proceeding is instituted the other ean
not be. That part of my objection would be entirely removed if
the proposed statute were to provide that the two proceedings:
could go on at the same time; but unfortunately the two clauses
are coupled together with the disjunctive “or,’ and, as I eon-
strue- this langnage, the pendency of one, or certainly a judg-

‘ment in one; would whelly bar the prosecution of the other.

The  PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from South
Carolina has indieated that he intends to remove all doubt on
that subject by offering an amendment to strike out “or” and
insert *“and.”

Mr. BORAH obtained the floor.

Mr. WHITH. Mr: President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho

yield to the Senator from AXlabama?

Mr. WHITE. ‘I beg the Senator’s pardon. I did not know
he had the floor.

Mr. BORAH. Of eourse the objection which the Senator
from Iowa makes could be remedied, as suggested, by striking
out “or” and inserting “and”™; but I still think that is wholly
unnecessary, because a civil action to recover a forfeiture is
never a bar to a criminal aetion unless it is sperifically made

‘80 by the provisions of the statute:. The rule of evidence is

different in each ease:.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I agree to that, but my very
point is that this statute does make ene——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there not much foree in
the suggestion of the Semator from Missouri that a statute of
this kind is to be construed strictly, and no inference as to ex-
tending it can be indulged?

Mr. CUMMINS:. The reason I did not offer the amendment

‘suggested by the Senator is that T understand there is an

amendment pending offered by the Senator from Missouri.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The friends of the provi-
sion: are entitled to perfect it before any motion to strike out
any part of it is submitted to the Senate.

AMr, QUMMINS. Then, Mr. President, I offer that amend-

ment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understood it
was the purpose of the Senator from South Carolina to do =so.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I am not ordinarily in favor of
statutes giving penalties to informers. I am rather opposed fo
it. I think such statutes shounld be enacted only when there
is a real necessity for them. I think, however, that the pro-
vision that is sought to be stricken from the bill by the amend-
ment under consideration is a proper one in this legislation.

The matter has been discussed from the standpoint of the
undesirability of having prosecutions carried on by informers.
That really is not the main purpose of the provision; neither
is that the main effect to be accomplished by it. The statute
will be more useful in deterring persons from violating it, and
will aceomplish more good' in that way than in any other. Per-
sons who contemplate violating this statute by importing con-
tract labor will understand from the beginning that it Is in the
power of the party with whom they contract to punish them for
it; whereas, if there is no such provision in the bill, then they
will readily understand that it is next to impossible to convict
them or punish them under the statute.

As has been suggested by the Senator from New York [Mr.
Roor], this is ne innovation. Such provisions are contained in
the statutes of nearly every State of the Union. Certainly they
are found in the Federal Statutes. It is no innovation. Neither
is it any change in principle, Mr. President.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro fempore. Does the Senator from Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. WHITE. I do.

Mr. HARDWICK. I will suggest to the Senator that this
precise provision has been in operation since the passage of the
law of 1897, and has not given rise to any trouble.
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Mr. WHITE. Nor is it likely to give any trouble. As the
Senator from Georgia has just stated, it has been in our immi-
gration statutes, and the effect of this amendment will be to re-
move it from the statute. As I have already stated, the main
purpose of this provision is to prevent violations of the law,
and that is what is sought to accomplish. It is never the
desire of government to punish. The primary object is to pre-
vent law violations. The adoption of the provision of the bill
sought to be stricken by the amendment will have that effect—
to prevent violations of the law.

As I was about to say, this is not new in principle. Since
the common law of nearly every State in the Union has been
changed so as to allow parties interested in the result of suits to
testify, the same principle is involved—that they can make
money, that they can enrich themselves, by swearing falsely.
Any plaintiff, or any defendant for that matter, in any suit in
almost any State in the Union and the Federal courts of the
country, has the same temptation held out to him that it is
charged will be held out under the provision in question. Not
only that, but under the general praectice of the common law in
the State and in the Federal courts immunities are offered daily
to persons who are guilty of crime with a view of obtaining evi-
dence to conviet others who are no more guilty than they are.
I should like to know how the gunmen in New York would
have been convicted if it had not been for the immunity given
the witnesses by the distriet attorney, Mr. Whitman.

Mr. President, I have had some experience with situations of
this kind. I have seen immigrants who were induced to come
to this country under misrepresentations as to conditions here,
the conditions being-exactly the reverse of what they were told
the conditions were when they were induced to come—condi-
tions that they were not willing to encounter or combat. But
what were they to do? They were in a strange country, desti-
tute of means, absolutely within the power of the party who
imported them, and therefore they had to submit to and accept
the situation as they found it, not as it had been represented
to them. Unless immigrants are interested in some way in
bringing the guilty parties to justice, as the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. James] has already stated, it is next to im-
possible to sustain an action against the guilty parties. If
these foreigners themselves are to be denied the right to par-
ticipate in the recovery, then there will be no means of obtain-
ing the evidence except to go to the country from which they
emigrated, and then you encounter the difficulty of finding a
witness who is familiar with the contract.

So I say, Mr. President, that the provision sought to be
stricken from the bill ought to be allowed to remain, and that
the amendment itself should not be adopted.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa, to strike
out the word *“or,” beginning in line 19, and to insert in lieu
thereof the word “ and.”

Mr. REED. Mr. President, that is not the amendment now
before the Senate, is it?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes; that perfects the text.
The amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri is to
strike out a certain proposition that In a way is dependent
upon that amendment. If the Senator will read Rule XVIII,
he will see that it sustains the Chair’s view about the matter.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, of course I shall not stop to dis-
cuss the matter, because it is not very important ; but I desire to
suggest to the Senator from Iowa and to the Senate and to
the chairman of the committee that if the amendment I have
offered is adopted I shall offer another amendment, which I
think will meet the views of all and cover the case and yet leave
the control of the matter in the Department of Justice.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair can only deal
with such amendments as have been brought to the attention of
the Chair.

Mr. REED. To be sure.
we vote on this amendment.

The further amendment to which I refer is to add at the end
of line 18 the following : ;

The Department of Justice mag, from any penalties recovered, pay
rewards to persons, other than Government employees, who may Fur—
nish information leading to the recovery of any such penalties, or to
the arrest and punishment of any person as hereinafter in this section
provided.

Then, on line 19, page 14, strike out the word *“or” and in-
sert, “Provided, That,” so that the section would read:

Provided, That for every violation of the provisions hereof the per-
son violating the same may be prosecuted—

And so forth.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will say to the
Scnator from Missouri that it is customary to give the Senate

I only wanted to suggest it before

the benefit of the text as it will stand after the motion to
strike.out and insert has been presented to the Senate. The
Chair was only dealing with such things as were brought to his
attention.

Mr. REED. Yes I desire to suggest to the Senator from
Towa that it would be better, instead of striking out the word
“or” and inserting the word “and,” to employ the language
“Provided, That.”

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I desire to be clearly under-
stood. I am against the provision even if it is amended by
the insertion of the word “and.” I intend to vote for the
amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. I think it
would be very unwise to allow any informer to bring a suit in
his own name, control the suit, and enjoy the proceeds of it;
but if the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri
fails, then I am very anxious that the law shall not have the
effect that I fear it will have if the word “ or” is retained,

Mr. REED. Do I understand, then, that the Senator from
Iowa did not offer the amendment to strike out “or" and in-
sert “and,” but merely suggested it in his remarks?

Mr, CUMMINS. No; I offered the amendment.

Mr. REED. Very well.

Mr. CUMMINS. And I think it ought to be adopted so as to
end that part of it, anyhow. I shall vote for the amendment
offered by the Benator from Missouri in any event.

Mr. REED. I desire, then, to move to amend the amendment
of the Senator from Iowa as follows: Strike out the word “or”
and insert the words “Provided That.”

Mr. CUMMINS. I have no objection to that.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Mr. President, I move to lay
that amendment on the table.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Let the amendment to the
atlilelald;nent be stated at the desk so that the Senate will under-
stand it.

Th SecreTary. On page 14, line 19, it is proposed to amend
the amendment of the Senator from Iowa, to strike out “or”
and insert “and,” by Inserting, instead of “or,” the words
“ Provided, That.”

Mr. CUMMINS. That is entirely satisfactory to me. It
means the same thing, in my opinion.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. I move to lay the amendment
of the Senator from Missouri on the table,

Mr. O'GORMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will hear the Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. O'GORMAN. I hope the last motion will not prevail,
because I am sure that if the Senator from South Carolina
carefully read this language in section 5, on page 14, he would
recognize that the phraseology is much improved by adopting
the words suggested by the Senator from Missouri, rather than
by substituting “and” for “or.” There is a plain, manifest
improvement in the phraseology.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Iowa has
accepted the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri.
He has a right to do that, because Rule XXI provides that—

Any motion or resolution may be withdrawn or modified by the mover
at any time before a decision, amendment, or ordering of the yeas and
DAYyE.

None of those things has happened. The question is on laying
on the table the amendment offered by the Senator from Mis-
souri, and accepted by the Senator from Iowa.

The motion was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary suggests that
a matter of punctuation might be attended to, by striking out
the semicolon after the words “ United States” and inserting a
colon. TUnless there is objection, that will be done.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I simply want to make a state-
ment so that those who are present will understand the situa-
tion.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senator indulge the
Chair long enough to state the pending motion? The pending
motion is the motion offered by the Senator from Missouri to
strike out the language indicated by him.

Mr. REED. I think this langunage should be stricken out for
the reasons that I have offered, and that other Senators have
offered, because, first, it places the jurisdiction and control of
this litigation in the hands of the first person who may rush
into court and takes it out of the hands of the Federal authori-
ties. Second, it is an action in which the informer, or the per-
son bringing the suit—not necessarily the informer—gets all of
the penalty. It is liable to be productive of both blackmail and
perjury. Third, it is a qui tam action; and while that kind of
action, as we all know, is an old action, nevertheless it is an

The question is on agreeing
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action that has come into disrepute, is but seldom employed,
and this is the most extreme example of it I have ever known.
There is, however, possibly some reason why the Department
of Justice, being placed and kept in control of this litigation,
should be empowered to offer rewards. So, if the amendment
I have offered is adopted, in order to meet that view I shall
offer the amendment I read a moment ago, empowering the
Department of Justice, out of any penalties which may be
recovered, to pay such rewards as the Department of Justice
may think proper. That keeps the litigation in the hands of the

Federal authorities.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing
[Put-

to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri.
ting the question.] By the sound the noes seem to have it.

Mr. REED and Mr. LODGE called for the yeas and nays, and
they were ordered.

g'he PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the
roll.

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll

Mr, JAMES (when his name was called). I transfer the
pair I have with the junior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
.mes] to my colleagne [Mr. CampEN] and vote. I vote
i3 my"l

Mr. REED (when his name was called). I transfer my pair
with the Senator from Michigan [Mr. SmiTH] to the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. BaANEKHEAD] and vote “ yea.”

Mr. SMOOT (when Mr. SUTHERLAND'S name was called). I
desire to announce the absence of my colleagne [Mr. SUTHER-
rAND] from the eity. He has a general pair with the senior
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Craerxe]. I will allow this an-
nouncement to stand for the day.

The roll erll was concluded.

Mr. CLAPP. I desire to state that the senior Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr., La FourerTte] is unavoidably detained at his
home to-day on account of a death in his family. I will let
this statement stand for the day.

Mr, CULBERSON (after having voted in the affirmative). I
transfer my general pair with the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
pu Pont] to the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Samerps] and
allow my vote to stand.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have a pair with the senior Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. PeNgose], who is not present. I was
not able to secure a transfer, so I therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. MYERS., Has the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc-
Leax] voted?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. He has not.

AMr. MYERS. T have a pair with that Senator. I transfer
the paIr to the Senator from Nevada [Mr. PrrrMax] and vote
“nay.'

Mr. DILLINGHAM. 1 have a general palr with the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Smitr]. I transfer my pair to the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. Braspecee] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. FLETCHER. 1T transfer my pair with the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. WagrreN] to the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
NeEwrLanps] and 'vote * nay.” _

Mr. LODGE. T have a general pair with the Senator from
Geargis [\[r SumrrH]. I am released by him on this vote, and
I vote “ nay.”

Mr. GALLINGER.
following pairs:

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. Brany] with the Jenator from
Mississippi [Mr. VARDAMAN] ;

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BurrtexeH] with the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. HoLLis] ;

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Catron] with the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN];

The Senator from New Mexico.[Mr. FarL] with the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. CHILTON];

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Gorr] with the Sen-
ator from South Carolina [Mr. TILLMAN] ;

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. SHERMAN] with the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. MarTIN];

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. STepHENsSON] with the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. THoMPsON] ;

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Crawrorp] with the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Lea];

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr] with the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. SAULSBURY] ;

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Lreprrr] with the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. WarLsH].

The roll call resulted—yeas 18, nays 29, as follows:

I have been requested to announce the

YEAS—18.
Clapp Johnson 0'Gorm Sterlin
Cmgersnn Jones Ov ermannn Thornt%n
Cummins McCumber Perkins Townsend
Gallinger Martine, N. J. Reed
Gronna elson Simmons

NAYS—20,
Ashurst Hughes Poindexter Swanson
Borah James Bobinson Thomas
gmn Kemm ls*h froth %nhr&mm
a a

Chamberlain {gm-d Works
Dillingham Myers Sml riz.
Fletcher Oliver 8.C.
Hardwi Page S

NOoT VD‘I‘ING-—49.
Bankhead Fall Newlands Smith, Mich,
Bra Goff Norris Btephenson
Brandegee Gore Owen Stone
Bristow Hitch Penrose Sutherliand
Burleigh Hollis Pittman Thompson
Camden Kenyon Pomerene Tillman
Catron La Follette Ransdell Walsh
Chilton Lane . Saulsbury Warren
Clark, Wyo.. Lea, Tenn, Sherman Weeks
Clarke, Ark. Shields Willlams
Colt Lippitt Shively
Crawford MecLean Smith, Ga.
du Pont Martin, Va. Smith, Md.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On agreeing to the amend-

ment of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reep] the yeas are 18

and the nays 29. The senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Wirtriams] and the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CLARKE]
are present in the Chamber and falled to vote because they

were paired. The noes have it, and the amendment is reject.ed..

Mr. McCUMBER obtained the floor,

Mr. REED. I desire to make a motion relating to this par-
ticular matter.

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator please, I should like to
take not more than three or four minutes, as I shall have to
leave the Chamber.

Mr. REED. Very well

Mr. MGCUMBER. Mr. President, I have refrained from giv-
ing any expression of my views on any of the r:atters in the
bill only as I have been compelled to vote upon the proposed

amendments. There are one or two matters in the bill which,

to me seem to be viclous and compel me to vote against its
final passage, and I desire to place upon the record in a very
few minutes my reasons for voting against the bill itself.

Mr. President, the virtue or vice of any bill or legislative act
is to be determined not so much by the declaration of some ab-
stract prineiple as by its effect. I desire to look into the effect
of this bill for a single moment. We have now adopted the
illiteracy clause. What is the effect of the adoption of that
clause when taken in connection with another clause which
exempts a certain elass of people from the illiteracy test?

I presume, Mr. President, that it is the object of the illiteracy
test to protect Ameriean citizenship. If the object is to proa-

tect American citizenship, I do not see that it makes any great-

difference to us what may be the laws affecting people on the
other side of the ocean; but here when we adopt our exeeption
to the illiteracy test we immediately abandon the very purpose
of that test in the bill, so far as it affects certain religionists
or certain nationalities. A

Let us see the effect of this provision. There is the general
provision of the bill that all aliens over 16 years of age. show-
ing a capacity of rending, who can not read the English lan-
guage or some other language or dialect, Including Hebrew or
Yiddish, shall be excluded from entering into this country.
Then on the very next page we have this provision:

That the following classes of persons shall be exempt from the op-
eration of the llliteracy test, to wit: All aliens who shall prove to the
satisfaction of the gruper lmmlgratlnn officer or the Secretary of Labor
that they emigrated from the country of which they were last perma-
nent residents for the purpose of escaping from religions perseention.

Mr. President, we all know what the Russian laws are. We
all know that those of the religious faith—if you may call it a
faith—called the Jewish are by those laws compelled to remain
within certain sections of the Russian Empire. It makes lirtle
difference whether we regard the word * Jewish ™ as being de-
scriptive of the religion of the Hebrew or whether it is descrip-
tive of the race itself as descendants from Judea, the effect Is
the same; it operates only upon a particular class of people
whom we call Jews.

Now, let us see the effect of this. We say by this legislation
that if an Italian who is a Roman Catholie can not read or

write he Is an undesirable citizen, but if a Russian who hap-

pens to be a Jew can not read or write he becomes a desirable
citizen because he is persecuted. I think we must admit that
when any law of Russia is directed against the people of a race,
and the religion and the race are conjoined, so that they have
not the same right as every other people of that country, it is
religions persecution. Therefore the immigrant who is at-
tempting to enter Into this country need only establish the
statutory law of ITussia In order to get free access, whether he
can read or write or not.
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Not only this, Mr. President, but what does this proposed law

say to the German from Russin? We all know that an im-

mense number of Germans something over 100 years ago settled
around Odessa. Quite a number of them can not read or write.
If that class of citizens who are members of the Greek Orthodox
Church or of any Protestant denomination, or the Catholic de-
nomination, seek to enter this country, w= hold against them
the test of illiteracy, but if one of the Jewish faith comes from
Warsaw and seeks to enter this country the illiteracy bar will
not be held against him because his race or his religion has been
persecuted. y

Mr, President, I did what I could to make this bill fair and
just. I do not believe very much in the illiteracy clause, any-
way. I do not think that the mentality of an individual whose
traits of character have been impressed on him through tens
and thousands of centuries of heredity is going to change his
nature in the slightest degree by becoming capable of reading
or writing. It is not an art which requires an immense amount
of intellectuality for a person to be fully capable in it. In-
stead of making him a better citizen, if his characteristics are
wrong, it enables him the better to become a bad citizen.

Now, let us admit the real truth of the provisions of this act.
You raise the illiteracy test not because you believe it is a just
and fair test, and while you may argue upon that basis, your
real purpose is to keep out a certain number of people, desir-
able or undesirable. You say there are too many immigrants
coming from southern Europe and you desire to keep them out.
You can not make legislation for immigrants from one country
and different legislation for immigrants coming from another
country, because in one section of the country there are more
illiterates than there are in the northern sections of Kurope.
Yet you attempt to accomplish this by keeping out a greater
number by your illiteracy test, rather than by really defending
American citizenship, by raising that test.

Mr. President, I wish the Russian Jew to come into this
country if he is a good man, and I want our gates to be swung
wide open for him. I equally want the Italian Roman Catholic
to have exactly the same right that the Russian Jew has, so far
as the gates of our ports are concerned. Yet you by your legis-
lation say to the one, Notwithstanding you would make a very
good citizen, you shall not enter into the United States; not-
withstanding the fact that you might be the very best citizen,
because you profess in reality a different faith from that men-
tioned as an exception and have been persecuted, you shall not
enter through the portals to this land of promise.

Mr. President, the only way to avoid this injustice in our bill
is by the adoption of the amendemnt that was offered and voted
down which gives every race and every religionist exactly the
same right. I myself can see no difference between the Rus-
sian who is not a Jew and the Russian who is a Jew coming to
this country. We have a great many Russians in my State who
are of the Greek Orthodox Church and many of them members
of other churches. They are among our best citizens in de-
veloping the country. We want them here; we have no objec-
tion to them; but what we do object to and what I object to is
saying that they shall not enter if they are illiterate, while their
brother, professing a different religion or of a different race, may
enter into the United States, though he is illiterate. In other
words, the illiteracy clause ought to apply to every foreign citi-
zen seeking entrance into this country or it ought not to apply
to any of them, and because of the injustice of the proposed law
as it now stands, I shall be satisfied myself to vote against its
enactment.

Mr. LODGE. Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Reen] has a matter to offer.

Mr. REED. The amendment I desire to offer relates directly
to the matter just passed upon, and if it will be equally agree-
able to the Senator from Massachusetts, I should like to offer
that amendment and let the Senate vote upon it.

Mr. LODGE. Certainly.

Mr. REED. I move to strike out in section b, page 14, line 14,
the following language: 3

Or by any person -

Mr., WILLIAMS., Will the Senator from Missouri pardon
me a moment? Mr. President, I had offered an amendment
which was pending which precedes in the bill the one the Sena-
tor is about to offer, and if the Senator will pardon me just
one moment, I want to make an explanation in connection with
it and then to withdraw it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will state to the
Senator from Mississippi that there is no such amendment pend-
ing, so far as the Chair is advised at the desk.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The amendment was pending at page 9,
line 12, after the word * prosecution,” It was printed as an

amendment intended to be offered and is upon the desk. Since
that time the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobee], a mem-
ber of the committee, has offered an amendment upon the same
subject to come at a subsequent part of the bill. His amend-

ment, in my opinion, is more specific, better, and reaches the"

object bettér and is in better phraseology. I therefore desire to
withdraw mine, °

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Permission will be granted
unless objection is made.” The Chair hears none.

Mr. REED. In order that the Senate may understand it, I
desire to state my amendment. I move to strike out of the
bill the following language, appearing on page 14 and begin-
ning with line 14 :

.Or by person who shall first bring his action therefor in his own
namé and for his own benefit, includin
or promised employment as nroresai%l. S RPN SO it cofteced

And to insert in lieu of said langunage, at the end of line 18,
page 14, the following:

The Department of Justice may from any fin 1ti
?ay rewards to the persons, ou:ery than Gov%m:::ngrell::?l: eee:. mvfﬁfg
urnish information leading to the recovery of any such penalties or

E?o rihgrggs:a'and punishment of any person as hereinafter in this sec-

Mr. President, that places the payment of the reward and the

control of the litigation where it ought to be, namely, in the

hands of the Department of Justice. It empowers that depart-

ment to use a portion of, or, if they see fit, all, the penalties
for the purpose of securing the information, but it avoids the
objectionable practice of private individuals bringing suits and
recovering penalties for their own benefit, and bringing the suits
without the control of the Department of Justice.

Moreover, it adds to the bill this useful provision: Under the
bill as it now stands the Department of Justice is not author-
ized to pay any reward to the man who brings information and
causes the arrest of any person under the criminal provision of
the act. The law is deficient in that respect, and it would
supply it. : :

I have stated the matter, and that is all I desire to say.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Mr. President, I move to lay
the amendment on the table. "

The motion was not agreed to.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on the

adoption of the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. REED].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LODGE. I now move the amendment to which the Sena-
tor from Mississippi [Mr. WirLiams] referred. I have changed
two words in it—in line 8 the words “take up,” because that
term js used generally in connection with our public lands, to
the word “ purchase.” !

I desire to say in regard to this amendment that it is care-

fully drawn for the purpose of permitting a limited class of
Belgians who have been expelled from their own country to come’

here. It is necessary that they should be agricultural, and they
would be, as a matter of fact, chiefly of the market-gardening
class. An association or corporation has been formed to bring
those persons here. The plan is to bring only families and to

settle them in communities. It is strictly guarded. If it is

desired to do anything for those unfortunate people, nothing
could be more carefully guarded than this amendment. They
must be agricultural immigrants; they must come here during
the course of the European war or owing to circumstances or
conditions arising from the war, and they must come prepared to
purchase land. The association or corporation is engaged in

helping them. There are 25,000 Belgians in England, and they
are scattered all through the countries where they have taken

refuge.

Mr. ROOT. There are about a million in Holland.

Mr. LODGE. There are about a million in Holland, as the
Senator from New York suggests; and among them there is a
large number of men and women whose whole life has been
given to agriculture, chiefly, as I have said, market gardening.
This corporation or assoclation is prepared to help them to pur-

chase land and stock it sufficiently and give them sufficient

buildings to begin as a community, removing in that way any
tendency of loneliness to seek their compatriots in one of the
larger cities, I move the amendment and ask that it be read.
Mr. POMERENE. If I may, I desire to ask the Senator from
Massachusetts why he would extend this privilege to a Belgian
who was engaged in agricultural pursuits and not extend it to
a&other who might be engaged in manufacturing or other pur-
suits. : -
Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, it seems to me we may well be

careful how we enlarge the provision. The requests which

came from the Belgian committees, the people interested in
them, are embodied precisely in my amendment.
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Mr. REED. I wish to ask the Senator a question. There The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Ohio has

happens just now to be a committee, as I understand the Sen-
ator, having under consideration a plan to relieve certain of the
Belgian people. That committee plan is to take them to farms—
a most admirable plan and one we can all give our hearty as-
sent to—but suppose that two months from now, or the day after
to-morrow, another committee, or this same committee, desires
to furnish equal assistance to Belgians who are not farmers,
but who are highly desirable as citizens, and who have certain
arts and industries in which it is said they excel. Should we
close the doors upon those people and should we so enact our
legislation that other plans not yet developed will be cut off?
Is it not possible—I am asking a somewhat complicated ques-
tion—to frame this amendment so that these people may be as-
sisted to come here whatever their occupation, and still throw
sufficient safeguards around the amendment to prevent any
abuse growing up under it?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate does not know
what the amendment proposed by the Senator from Massachu-
setts is. Before recognizing any other Senator, the Chair will
direct the Secretary to read the amendment.

The SECRETARY. The amendment proposed by Mr. LobgE is,
on page 12, line 18, after the word * guests,” to insert:

Provided, That the provislons of this aect relating to the illiteracy test,
contract labor. or induced or assisted immigration shall not apply to
agricultuoral immigrants from Belgium who come to the United States
during the course of the present European war, or owing to_ circum-
stances or conditions arising from the war, if it Is shown to the satis-
faction of the Commissioner General of Immigration that said Belgian
immigrants come prepared to take up land in the United States and
become Amerlean citizens.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I think we may well be content
to do this. If we make the provision universal and general, I
am not sure that we should get these people, and we might have
a great many come here who would at once become a public
charge. Moreover, the agricultural people, are the ones who
have suffered.most. They have lost all their property; they
have Jost their opportunity in life; they have lost absolutely
the work and the means of doing the work which they can do
only in that one form. Those who are operatives engaged in
manufacturing industries have no difficulty, and will have no
difficulty in the future, certainly, in finding employment, because
the industries in which they are engaged exist everywhere. We
all know, moreover, that it is desirable to encourage agricultural
immigration, and I think it is wiser to limit the provision than
to make it too general. If we make it too general, I am afraid
we may lose everything.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. How do the provisions of
the Senator’s amendment reconcile themselves with the most-
favored-nation clause which is contained in most of our treaties?

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I suppose it may be said that
there are several things in this bill which might possibly be
brought under the favored-nation clause, but I think there
would be some difficulty in bringing this precise amendment
under it, because we impose a number of conditions which could
not be fulfilled by the other nations.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There is one that could not
be fulfilled ; they could not come from Belgium. But suppose a
German should present himself here?

Mr. LODGE. If you could find another country in precisely
that situation, undoubtedly that objection would apply; but
practically that is impossible.

Mr. POMERENE. This thought has suggested itself to my
mind since the Senator has presented the amendment: I take
it that this is not an effort to extend any privilege to Belgium
as a kingdom or as a nation?

Mr. LODGE. Not at all.

Mr. POMERENE, Certainly nof. There are Germans, there
are Frenchmen, there are Austrians, there are British subjects
who are no more responsible for conditions that prevail in their
respective countries than are the Belgians for the conditions
that now affect them. I am now speaking of individuals., That
being the case, why should a privilege of this kind be extended
to the nationals of one nation and not to the nationals of other
nations who may be similarly eircnmstanced?

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, when the nationals, subjects or
citizens, of any other of these countries reach the condition of
Belginm and of the Belgians, then I think we ought to do it.
There is a whole population, practically, of 7,000.000 people
who have been almost swept out of existence; their entire coun-
try is and has been for months a battle field, and they have
been forced into exile. Entire towns and cities have been depop-
nlated, and people wholly innocent

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Will
Massachusetts permit me?

the Senator from
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the floor.

Does he yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. POMERENE. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. I desire, with the permission
of the Senator from Ohio, to ask the Senator from Massachu-
setts if he will allow me——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Ohio,
the Chair understands, yields.

Mr. POMERENE. 1 do.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. If it is the condition that
has arisen in Belgium that we are dealing with, and not the
causes that led up to it—if the distressed condition of the Bel-
gians has been the cause of the proposed amendment, would it
not be equally pertinent as to certain distressed Italians who
have nothing? These Belgians have nothing, and somebody
has got to provide means for them to buy farms. When they
come here you can not make them go on the farms; once they
are here and naturalized they will do as they please. Why
could not that same thing occur if subjects of Italy should come
and some corporation should picture to us the distressed con-
dition of those Italians and say they would bring them here
and put them on farms?

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, Italy has not been touchad by
the hand of war at all, while the whole world recognizes the
condition of Belgium is different from that of any other coun-
try; it is different from anything we have ever seen. [ am
not going into the merits or the demerits of the question at all;
but here are a people who have been exiled by the million from
their country, who are being supported in Holland, in England,
and here by charity. They are thrown on the charity of the
world ; their case is wholly different from that of the French
or of the Germans or of the English or of the Russians, who
have powerful Governments and large portions of their (erri-
tory untouched by the hand of war.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr, President, with all due respect to the
learned Senator from Massachusetts, his answer to my first
question was that this is not extending a special privilege to
the Belgians as a nation or to the Belgian Kingdom. I con-
cede that to be so; but now the Senator takes the position that
because the-misfortune which has been visited upon Belgium
is greater in extent than that which has been visited upon any
other nation, therefore we should give this privilege to the indi-
vidual Belgians. My thought is while it is true that the Bel-
gians have suffered—and words can not portray the extent to
which they have suffered—yet at the same time that we are
extending this privilege to the individual Belgians, there are
individual Frenchmen, there are individual Germans, there
are individual subjects of Great Britain who have suffered to
the same extent. The Chair very pertinently put the question
as to how we may distinguish here as between the nationals
of one country and those of another., That is the thought that
troubles me. : ;

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, T suppose that the nationals
of another country who can prove the same facts might, if
they see fit, raise the question of the favored-nation clause; I
think it is very doubtful whether it would be sustained; but if
it is necessary to avoid these objections, which to my surprise
seem to arise here against this limited act of charity to those
stricken people, then I will withdraw my amendment and ask
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Wirriams] to present his
amendment, and I will support that instead of mine. People
are afraid to name Belgium or Belgians in a matter of this
sort; they are afraid it will jar on somebody’s feelings. I am
perfectly willing to accept the amendment proposed by the Sen-
ator from Mississippi. |

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. As the Senator from Missis-
sippi has already accepted the amendment of the Senator from
Massachusetts, I move to lay the amendment on the table.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from South Carolina will not avoid
this subject in that way. :

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator from
South Carolina will not do that.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion made by the
Senator from South Carolina is not debatable. The Senator
from South Carolina moves to lay the amendment on the table.
[Putting the question.] The noes seem to have it; the noes
have it. .

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the chief differences be-
tween the amendment as offered by me and the amendment
offered by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Looge] are
these two: In my amendment I did not mention

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Has the Senator from Mis-
sissippi offered any amendment? If the Senator from Massa-
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chusetts has withdrawn his amendment, there is nothing pend-
ing which can be debated.

Mr. LODGE. 1 have not withdrawn my amendment, Mr.
President,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Now, if I may be permitted to make a
statement, the chief differences between the two amendments
are these: The Senator from Massachusetts, in his amendment,
specifically names the Belgians, while, in my amendment, L
did not name them, but described them so that the description
eonld not apply to anybedy but to the Belgians, Then I re-
lieved them solely from the literacy test, whereas his amend-
ment would relieve them from the assisted-immigration test.
I think, perhaps, that my amendment is a little better in the
first regard, while it is not nearly so good in the second re-
apect I described those persons in this way:

In cases where the territory of their country had received recogni-
tion by belli t powers as neutral territory and where their land
was invaded for no other reason than that their Government sed to
consent to be inva

That description ean apply to nobody but the Belgians.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoMereNE] wants to know why
the Belgians are in a different attitude. That is the reason why
they are in a different attitude. Every national is affected by
the act of the government of his country. The Governments of
England, Germany, France, Austria, Russia, Servia, and Turkey
have gone into this war; none of them were forced into it; and
when I say that none of them were forced into it, I mean that
none of them were physically forced into it; but Belginm was
literally foreed into it. It might have been a question of honor
or of self-defense after a while in the other cases, but in the
case of Belginm the request was made that she herself should
violate her solemnly given obligation to defend her own neutral-
ity, and notice was given that if she did not consent to violate
her plighted word to defend her own neutrality, then she should
be invaded. She was invaded, and the armies of both sides
have fought all over her country. Her people desired war with
nobody ; they committed no erime under the sun except refusing
to consent to be invaded, refusing to put themselves on record
down through all eternity as cowards, but for no other reason
the armies of both sides have devastated her soil and destroyed
her factories. The farmers of Belgium have suffered more than
any others. Their cattle and stock are gone, their agricultural
implements are gone, the villages in which the farmers lived
and from which they have been accustomed to go out to culti-
vate their fields are in many cases totally destroyed, and the
people are exiles in Holland and in England. The Southern
Commercial Congress is prepared, or thinks it is prepared, to
place a great many of them upon cheap and good lands in the
South. There is another corporation which is prepared to place
some of them in the West, as I understand.

These people are in a totally different position from any other
people in civilized times. There was a time, long, long years
ago, when very many people very frequently were brought into
that condition, when hordes of people, coming to the West from
the East and to the South from the North, thought they had a
right to overrun everything or anybody in order to find for
themselves new homes and better opportunities for the future,
but this is the first instance in modern civilized times of a
people ever having suffered in this way.

I am criticizing nobody; I am absolutely neutral so far as
this war is concerned, as every American ought to be. I recog-
nize no interest of any description or any policy that has any
right to appeal to me except American interest and American
policies; but these people, men, women. and children, have ap-
pealed to my sympathy because they have suffered for no fault
of their own or of their Government. They have been ground
between the upper and nether millstones of warring nationali-
ties when they themselves wanted to keep at peace and their
Government wanted to keep at peace with all men and all
nations. :

In response to the suggestion made by the Senator from
Massachusetts, I suggest that perhaps if instead of the word
“ Belgium " in his amendment he would substitute the deserip-
tion found in my amendment and then leave the remainder of
his amendment, it would be better than either mine or his now
is, and that would free the amendment from the objection sug-
gested by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CraRge]. Then no-
body could invoke the favored-nation clause, because every na-
tion in the world coming within this description would have
this provision applied to its nationals.

Mr. LODGE. I understand the Senator to suggest that I
strike out the word *“ Belgium" in the amendment which I
have proposed ?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, sir; and to insert “ from 'any country
where the territory of their country had received recognition
by belligerent powers as neutral territory and where their land

wias invaded for no other reason than that their Government
refused to consent for it to be invaded.”

Mr. LODGE. That is, retain the first three lines of my
amendment, reading:

Provided, That the provisions of this act rolatmg to the illiteracy
test, contract labor, or induced or assisted immigration shall not apply
to agricultural immigrants——

Mr. WILLIAMS, “ Coming from any country "——

Mr. LODGE (continuing)—
coming from mg country where the territery of their country had
received on—

And so forth.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Why would it not accom-
plish the purpose to adopt the amendment of the Senator from
Massachusetts and send it to coaference to be worked out

there?

Mr. LODGE. I accept the modification suggested by the Sen-
ator from Mississippi, as far as I have power to do so.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, may I be permitted to call the
attention of the Senator from Massachusetts and the Senator
from Mississippi——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Not until we find out what
is presented to the Senate. The Chair will ask the Senator
from Illinois to indulge him for a moment.

Mr. LODGE. I will read the amendment, Mr. President, if
the Secretary will take it down. I move the following as an
amendment :

Provided further, That the provislons of this act relating to
Hliteracy test, contract labor, or Induced or assisted immigration shall
not apply to immigrants from any country in cases where the territory
of their country had received recognition by bellizerent powers as neu-
tral territory and where their land was invaded for no other reason
than that their Government refused to consent to be invaded.

: Ll;'.r WILLIAMS. *Consent for it to be invaded,” it ought
o be.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, may I be permitted to call the
attention of the Senator from Massachusetts to a feature in his
amendment that impresses me as having considerable prospect
of embarrassment?

Mr. President, I do not know whether the purpose of the
Senator is to have his amendment go to the committee or
whether it is to be acted upon at this particular time.

Mr. LODGE. To be acted upon at this time. The committee
has long since finished with the bill and this question must be
decided here.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I heard some reference to a con-
ference, but, having just come into the room, perhaps I did not
gather the reference.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will state to the
Senator from Illinois that he assumed that the differences be-
tween the two Houses would be worked out by the usual con-
ference committee.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr, President, I understand what the Chair
means. I thought that there had been some previous reference
to a conference committee. I will say to the Senator that I
regard that it would be a queer thing for us to enact a pro-
vision admitting to our shores any people whom we decide have
been the subject of invasion by another country when their
country was neutral. We could only do so by first deciding
that some country had invaded them, and therefore we would
render judgment by our action that they had been so invaded.
Whatever defense the invading ecountry might have had we
would wholly overlook; we would simply render the judgment
of the United States that a certain neutral country had been
invaded, say, for instance, as in this case, by Germany. We
would therefore create, as I see it, a cause of protest on the
part of such countries because of our judgment against them,
for they may have a reason to contend and may contend that
their entrance into the country was dictated by considerations
of national defense or of national preservation. I suggest, there-
fore, instead of the words “ where the territory of their country
had received recognition by belligerent powers as neuatral terri-
tory and where their land was invaded,” that there be inserted
some such language as this, “any country suffering from the
results of conflict or war,” so as not to call for a judgment on
our part that a country had been invaded, when the invaders
may take the position that they were defending themselves.

That is the exact attitude, if I may so state to the Senator,
who is a learned scholar in matters of foreign policy, which has
been taken by many. Prof. Hugo Miinsterberg and his col-
lengues have sent us a book—I have no doubt it is on the
Senator’s desk—in which it is contended in behalf of Germany,
answering the very charge that the friends of Belgium make,
that that counfry was invaded because, as the able Senator
from Massachusetts said, it desired to be neutral, that Belgium
was upon the eve of cooperating with France to assail Germany.

the
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Whether they are right or wrong as to that, of course we do
not know; but the fact that they make that contention I think
would suggest that it would not be prudent for us to set up as
a condition precedent a finding that a certain Government had
been guilty of having invaded Belgium before we may allow
Belgium or any other country to avail itself of the benefits of
this aet.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, the Senator has been discussing
a portion of the amendment which is not mine. My amendment
did not contain the words which he has been discussing. Those
are in the amendment of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
WiLLiaas].

Mr, LEWIS. T beg to say to the Senator that I just came
into the Chamber and heard it as it was being read.

Mr. LODGE. I expressed my willingness to adopt the other,
as objection was made to my amendment because it mentioned
Belginm. We apparently have become so tender that we can
not even mention Belginm and the sufferings of the Belgian
people without fear thal somebody will be offended.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, will the Senator
allow me to ask him a question?

Mr. LODGE. Certainly.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Does the Senator abandon the nse
of the term * Belgium ” because he fears that under our treaties
we would be embarrassed by its use?

Mr. LODGE. No, Mr. President; I do not think that the
favored-nation clause——

Mr. SMITH of Georgin. I would personally be very much
gratified to take down every barrier between the Belgians and
the United States and allow them to come in. I think we have
in passing upon immigration questions to determine our wishes
and our interests, I think the record of these people has been
such that we may well be glad to hail them as fellow citizens;
their condition certainly appeals to us, and I would myself, if
we can legally do so, be delighted to remove every barrier and
bring them here.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if the Senator from Georgla
will pardon me——

Mr. LODGE. I think I have the floor; I yielded to the
Senator from Georgia.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
chusetts has the floor.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator from
Georgia that I do not think the favored-nation clause would
have any practical operation if we name Belgium in the amend-
ment unless some other country could produce immigrants to
whom the same conditions applied. In that event they could
undoubtedly make a point under the favored-nation clause, but
I do not think it would hold or is a practical question, because
this is temporary and relates to peculiar circumstances. How-
ever, there was objection made in the Senate that we should
hurt somebody’s feelings if we named Belgium, and I tried
to avoid that objection, in the hope that we could get something
we could all agree upon by taking the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Mississippi, which names nobody, but contents itself
with a description. I am inelined to think that my own form
of amendment is on the whole the best and that the descriptive
terms would require decision on international relations upon
which they ought not to pass.

Mr. SMITH of Georgin. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts yleld to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. LODGE. I yield.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I only wish to say to the Senator
from Massachusetts while he is still upon the floor that there
are a number of us who would very much prefer to vote flatly
for the admission of the Belgians, provided the members of
the Committee on Foreign Relations, who are more familiar
with the subject than most of us, will advise us that no treaty
complications would be produced by reason of using the specific
term “ Belginm.”

Mr. LODGE. If yon make it applicable to all Belgians by
name without any of the conditions embodied in my amend-
ment, why of course then you open questions under the favored-
nation clause. 2

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President——

Mr. LODGE. One moment, Mr. President, If you leave it
as I have it with certain conditions put npon it others can not
raise that question unless they are prepared to fulfill the same
conditions.

Mr. ROOT. Mr. President——

Mr. LODGE. I yield to the Senator from New York.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator yield the
floor, or just yleld for an interruption?

The Senator from Massa-

Mr. LODGE. No:; I yield for an interruption. I have no
right to yield the floor. :

Mr. ROOT. Mr. I'resident, I do not think there need be any
apprehension under the favored-nation clause of our treaties.
I do not think those treaties stand in the way of the adoption
of this amendment at all, any more than they would stand in
the way of an exceptional or occasional permit to allow par-
ticular individuals to come into the country.

This amendment, as drafted by the Senator from Massachu-
setts, and eqnally the amendment as framed by the Senator from
Mississippi, is an amendment applying to a specific situation.
It is not general; it is not permanent. It permits Belginns to
come here in the course of the present European war, or owing
to circumstances or conditions arising from the war. I read
from the amendment of the Senator from Massachusetts. I
prefer the form of the Senator from Massachusetts to the form
of the Senator from Mississippi because both of the suzges-
tions of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis] and of the prefer-
ence of the Senator from Ohjo. I think it is much less objec-
tionable to name the country fhan it is to deseribe the country
by enumerating certain facts regarding which, as the Senator
from Illinois well says, there may be controversy. 1 think,
with the Senator from Georgia, that we had better say what we
mean with regard to the admission of immigrants from Belgiom.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator
from New York a question, if it is agreeable.

Mr. ROOT. Certainly.

Mr. WHITE. Is there not danger that while this description
now simply covers Belgium, in the future conditions might
arise which would make it fit other countries whose immigrants
will not be so desirable?

Mr. ROOT. The Senator means, I presume, if the form sug-
gested by the Senator from Mississippi were adopted?

Mr. WHITE. Yes

Mr. ROOT. That may be a reason why the form of the
Senator from Massachusetts is preferable. I think, as it re-
lates to a particular situation, dealing with a particular exi-
gency which is recognized by every nation on earth, there is
no need for us to be apprehensive of violating the favored-
nation clauses of our treatles.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President

Mr. ROOT. Now, let me say one further thing, and I will
refer to something the Senator from Ohio has said. I will
yield to him now or I will say what I have to say first, just as
he prefers.

Mr. POMERENE. Just in connection with what the Senator
from New York was saying when this colloquy began, I shonld
like to say that the language of the amendment proposed by
the Senator from Massachusetts limited this privilege to Bel-
gians who were engaged in agriculture; in other words, to agri-
cultural immigrants. Now, I saw the technical objection, so
far as naming any particular country was concerned: but the
trouble which has come upon Belgians who are engaged in agri-
culture has also befallen those who are engaged in lace making
or in any other manufacturing industry, and I was not able to
see why we should extend to a Belgian farmer a privilege that
we were not willing to extend to a Belgian mechanic or artisan
of one kind or another. More than that, as we were taking up
this particular subject, it seemed to me that we could extend
our hospitality to those who had suffered the horrors of that
awful war, whether they were Germans or Austrians or French
or British or Belgians. That was my position.

Mr. ROOT. Mr. President, let me tell the Senator from Ohio
one reason for making this provision regarding Belgium, The
people of Belgium no longer have a country. It has been taken
away from them. They no longer have a Government to watch
over them or provide for them. Their Government has been
destroyed and exiled. They are wandering over the face of the
earth without a home.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President——

Mr. ROOT. One moment: I will not yield for a moment.
There never has been, since the foundation of our Government,
a people to whom the hearts of America have turned with as
deep compassion or as strong a desire to give relief to suffering.
There are no other people in the world without a Government to
care for them, There are no other people in the world without
a country. g !

It is but a few years since I passed through Belgium, and
looked upon either side upon a garden. The whole country was
a great garden of beauty and luxuriance, such as I had never
imagined. The evidences of industry and thrift, of the exist-

ence of all those qualities which make a nation prosperous and
happy, existed there to n degree that I have never seen sur-
passed anywhere in the world.
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Now, those fields, which were so fertile, have been beaten
down by the passing and repassing of armies. Those villages
.and towns have been destroyed. Two million of the people are
exiles in foreign lands; without homes, for their homes have
been destroyed ; without means of living, for the fields that they
tilled and from which they earned so rich harvests are cov-
ered by armies, and have been beaten down into a desert.

We are engaged in discussing a measure for the protection
of the United States against undesirable immigrants. The pro-
posal of the Senator from Massachusetts is that, while we are
closing the door against them. we shall specially provide that
we do not close the door against these homeless people, who
have illustrated the highest and the best qualities of citizen-
ship; that we shall except them and permit another means of
succoring their distress, through the soil of the United States.
Millions of dollars are being paid by our people to feed in their
own land those that remain, and in Holland those that have left
their land. Every day the stream continues of thousands of
dollars, but that is temporary. The only way in which they
ecan really be effectively succored is to enable them to begin
producing. The production of the country has stopped, and
this proposes to enable them to begin production in America.

There never has been, sir, within modern history a case like
this. It is exceptional. It appeals to our best judgment in
seeking to frame our law so that it will permit the entrance of
the best material for citizenship, and it appeals to our noblest
sympathies and the noblest sympathies of all the people of the
United States. I think we should treat it as an exceptional case,
and that it is better not to try to pretend that we are making
a general provision applicable to all people.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, if I may be permitted to do so,
I will allow my amendment to stand as originally offered.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Very well; then the direct
proposition ean be submitted to the Senate.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

Mr. LODGE. I yield to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. When I first rose, it will be remembered
that I suggested that in my opinion the amendment as drawn
by the Senator from Massachusetts was more specific and bet-
ter covered the case. I afterwards suggested the modifications
merely to satisfy certain minds in the Senate. That was merely
a tactical reason. I am now of the opinion that the amendment
will be just as strong, if not stronger, in the shape in which
he has offered it than in the shape in which I offered it, and
I therefore very willingly withdraw my amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massa-
ehusetts has the floor.

Mr. LODGE. I ask that my amendment as originally offered
may be the pending question.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That will be considered the
pending guestion.

Mr. LODGE. The pending question is my amendment, with
the single modification of “ purchase"” instead of the words
“take up.”

Mr. POMERENE. May I ask to have the amendment stated
again?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
amendment,

The SECRETARY. On page 12, line 18, after the word “ guests,”
it is proposed to insert:

Provided, That the provisions of this act relating to the illiteracy
test, contract labor, or induced or assisted immigration shall not apply
to agricultural immigrants from Belginom who come to the United
States during the course of the present European war or owing to
circumstance: or conditions arising from the war, if it is shown to the
satisfaction of the Commissioner General of Immigration that said
Belgium immigrants come prepared to purchase land in the United
States and become American citizens.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I realize the danger and
the difficulty of making exceptions in a bill like this, but
I am inclined to favor the amendment as proposed by the
Senator from Massachusetts. I prefer the amendment with the
word “agricultural” in it to the amendment without it,
because I do not know anything at all regarding the people
engaged in factories and other occupations over there; but I
had oceasion, on the 2d of August last, to observe something
of these Belgium farmers.

I was in Paris at the hotel facing the Gare du Nord Station,
and the streets leading to that station had been roped off, so
that there was an area of 3 or 4 acres in front of the station,
an open space, into which there came on Saturday, August 1,
and on the night of Saturday, and on Sunday, August 2, some-
thing like a thousand of these Belgian farmers. I inguired
where they came from and how it was that so many of them
seemed to be in France, and I was told that they had been en-

gaged in harvesting in the wheat fields of France. Each of them
was carrying his little sack—with his clothes, I suppose—and
his scythe and hook which he had been using in harvesting the
wheat crop.

I observed them over Saturday night and over Sunday as
they were camped in this area awaiting trains to take them to
their homes. They were proceeding as rapidly as possible to
what they considered the protection of their homes and their
country. I never saw a more orderly, a more sober, courteous,
manly set of men anywhere, and I am quite sure that men of
that kind would be an acquisition, especially to our agricultural
industry in this country.

For that reason, together with sympathy for some of the
views which have been expressed here, I am inclined to favor
this amendment, and shall vote for it.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I wish to suggest an amend-
ment to the amendment to the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lobce]. His amendment provides that these people shall
be admitted “if it is shown to the satisfaction of the Commis-
sioner General of Immigration that said Belgian immigrants
come prepared to purchase land in the United States and be-
come American citizens.” I believe that ought to be “ purchase
privately owned lands.”

Mr. LODGE. I have no objection to that.

Mr. SMOOT. I make that suggestion, Mr. President, because
it might interfere with our publie-land laws if it were not
specifically stated.

Mr. LODGE. I have no objection to that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GroNxNA in the chair). The
Senator from Massachusetts accepts the modification suggested
by the Senator from Utah.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, I shall vote for the
amendment as it is offered if we can not broaden it. I should
be glad to strike out the term *“agricultural™ and let it apply
to all immigrants, and to strike out the term “take vp lands
in the United States,” so that it would broadly permit Belgian
immigrants to come to the United States. They would have
that right at any time, but I would not limit it to those who
purchased or to those who come prepared to purchase. I would
let it read, if I framed it to suit myself—
or owing to circumstances or conditions arising from the war, if It is
shown to the satisfaction of the Commissioner Genecral of Immigration
that said immigrants come prepared to become American citizens.

I move, Mr. President, to strike out the word * agricuitural ”
before “ immigrants,” and to strike out, after the word *to,” in
the eighth line, the words * purchase land in the United States.™

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
amendment to the amendment offered by the Senator from
Georgia.

The SecreTarY. It is proposed to strike out the word “ agri-
i:;]ltu;‘al ” where it appears before the word *immigrants” in

ne

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the
amendment as proposed to be amended.

The SecreTArRY. So that the amendment will read:

Provided, That the provisions of this act retaﬁnlg to the illiteracy
test, contract labor, or induced or assisted immigration shall not apply
to im nts from Belgium who come to the United States during the
course of the present European war, or owing to elrcumstances or condi-
tlons arising from the war, if it is shown to the satisfaction of the
Commissioner General of Immigration that sald Belgium Immigrants

come prepared to become American ecitizens.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, it seems to me that if the Sena-
tor is going to limit the amendment by the words stricken out
by him he ought to strike out all after the word * war,” as
follows: “If it is shown to the satisfaction of the Commissioner
General of Immigration that such Belgian immigrants come pre-
pared to become American citizens.” I do not think that lan-
guage ought to be in the amendment. I think, if we adopt the
amendment that has been offered by the Senator from Georgia,
it certainly will fall under the favored-nation clause, and I
believe it will mean the defeat of the amendment. That is my
opinion.

Mr. WALSH obtained the floor.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Aon-
tana yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. WALSH. I yield.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I should like to ask the Senator
from Utah why, by. striking out the word “ agricultural” and
striking out the provision that they must be prepared to pur-
chase lands, the amendment would fall any more under the
favored-nation clause of our treaties than it would fall under
the proposed terms of the amendment?

Mr. SMOOT. I think, with the amendments suggested by the
Senator, it becomes so broad that all Belgians could enter the
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United States and be relieved from the illiteracy test, the con-
tract-labor provision, and the provision as to induced or assisted
immigration. ;

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I admit that.

Mr, SMOOT. Therefore, I think it certainly would fall under
the favored-nation clause of our treaties.

Mr, SMITH of Georgia. But why would it fall any more
under it to let them broadly come in that way than to say that
they could come if they were prepared to purchase lands in the
United States? If it would fall in the one instance under the
favored-nation clause to admit these Belgians broadly, growing
out of their conditions incident to the war, if they did not come
prepared to purchase lands, would it not equally fall under the
restrictions of the favored-nation clause to say that Belgians
alone could come if they were prepared to purchase lands?

Mr. SMOOT. That is true as far as the purchase of land
is concerned, but that is not true as far as the word *“agri-
cultural ” is concerned. The lands of the agricultural people
of Belgium have been laid waste; their crops have been de-
stroyed ; they have been driven from the land. The mechanics
and other classes of citizens of Belgium can in many cases
secure employment in France, Holland, and England, but the
farmer can not. The Belgian mechanic may be in the same
position as the mechanies of other belligerent nations; and, if so,
to allow them to enter under the proposed amendment certainly
would fall, in my opinion, under the favored-nation clause.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. If they have all been driven out of
Belgium, practieally, and are wanderers from their homes,
would it not be equally as proper to admit one class as the
other?

Mr. SMOOT.. What I wished to impress upon the Senate, if
I could, was that the agricultural people of Belgium are in an
entirely different condition than the agricultural people of any
other country; and that being the case, they would not fall
under the favored-nation clause, in my opinion.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It can all be properly worded in conference,
anyhow.

Mr. SMOOT. And if we take that into consideration, and
ti:ey are the facts, then it would fall under the favored-nation
clause.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, if the amendment offered by the
Senator from Georgia should not prevail—and I shall yote for
it myself—and the guestion recurs upon the amendment as it
theretofore stood, I trust the amendment suggested by the Sen-
ator from Utah will not prevail. I think it should be left as
it is. There is no reason whatever for

Mr. LODGE. The Senator means as I originally drew it,
so as to read “purchase land,” without saying * privately
owned "?

Mr. WALSH. Yes, sir; because, Mr. President, we want to
afford these people an opportunity to purchase agricultural
lands, so far as agricultural lands can be purchased, from the
Government of the United States, and from the States as well.

In my own State large areas of lands have been transferred
by the Government of the United States to the State upon the
consideration that the State shall reclaim these lands by works
of irrigation under what is known as the Carey Land Act. The
State has those lands for sale, and Belgians have already come
to the Carey land projects in my State. A large colony have
come within the last three years to take over homes upon one
of these projects. We are delighted to have them as prospec-
tive eitizens of our State. They are required to buy these lands
from the State, and to enter into contracts with the contractor
who carries on the works of irrigation to take water from the
irrrigation works. We want to give every opportunity to those
people to acquire Carey lands from the State, and thus it wounld
be inadvisable to make the restriction suggested by the Senator
from Utah.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. WALSH. I do.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that I had in mind
the purchase of public land, but since he has called attention
to the purchase of lands selected under the Carey Act I can
see that the amendment suggested by me might interfere with
the purchase of such lands. Therefore I will ask that the
amendment proposed by me and agreed to may be reconsidered,
and I will withdraw it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Unless there is objection
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah will be
considered as withdrawn.

Mr., JONES. Mr. President, this amendment, as now pre-
sented, seems to me to be a most remarkable one.

I sympathize very much with the reasons given by the elo-
quent Senator from New York as to why we should help out
the Belgians. I would be constrained to vote for an amend-
ment that would carry out the ideas he presented; but this
amendment does not do that at all. This amendment starts
out by saying that an agricultural Belgian who has been de-
prived of his home, deprived of his occupation, and driven from
his country, shall be permitted to come into this country; but
not all of those can come in under the latter part ef this
remarkable amendment. Only the man who has money can
come in.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, if the Senator will allow me, I
am afraid I did not have the good fortune to have the Senator’s
attention while I explained the amendment. It is drawn in
conformity with the request of those persons and associations
who are interested in bringing the Belgians here. They furnish
the money. They do not expect the Belgians to do it.
thl\[r:; JONES. They are going to buy the land for them, are

ey?

Mr. LODGE. They are going to buy the lands and stock
them. They are prepared to give $2,500 to a family.

Mr. JONES. Mrv. President, I think that makes it even worse.'

I should like to know——

Mr. LODGE. Perhaps it does.
even worse,

Mr. JONES. I should like to know who the people composing
this committee are, and where they propose to put these
Belgians, and why it is that they are not helping some of the
shoemakers of Belgium to get into the shoemaking industry in
this country and get established there, and furnish them with
funds, and furnish them with employment. They are suffering
just as much as any agricultural immigrant who may want to
come in here. :

A man who is deprived of his oceupation and deprived of his
way of making a living is just as much entitled to help if he
works in a factory as the man who works on a farm. If we are
going to be generous to these people, let us be generous to
them regardless of the occupation they have been following in
Belgium, and regardless of the occupation they propose to fol-
low in this country. Let us follow the principles of humanity
pointed out so eloquently by the Senator from New York, and
help out all of these poor people if they deserve help and
assistance

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro ftempore. Does the Senator from
Washington yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. I would like to call the at-
tention of the Senator from Massachusetts who proposes this
amendment to the fact, as I understand it, that Belgium is now
an ally of one side in the great conflict in Europe, and in ac-
cordance with her pledge she refused to allow her neutrality
to be overrun by.one of the contending powers. That compact
was made with one on the other side in the struggle. Therefore
until the conflict ghall have ended Belgium is to-day bound to
put into her army every able-bodied man she can to sustain the
position she now occupies. The Senator’s amendment applies
to those who during this war come here for agricultural pur-
poses. Certainly none but the aged and those too young to
engage in agricultural pursuits could come. Another clause
reads “owing to circumstances or conditions arising from the
wiar,” which, I presume, means to take into consideration their
condition when the war shall have terminated. When the war
shall be terminated, if it is terminated in favor of the side to
which Belgium is a party, then they would go back. But the
amendment would be inoperative under any circumstances so
far as getting desirable citizens are concerned because of what
I a moment ago said; the able-bodied in every walk of life are
engaged in the war and will so continue to maintain the high
standard held up by the Senator from New York and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. For that reason I can not see what
we are going to gain except to bring from Belgium the decrepit,
the old, and families whose heads and whose strong arms are
engaged in the conflict.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President—— - j

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wash-
ington yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr, SMITH of South Carolina. I thank the Senator from
Washington for allowing the interruption. !

Mr. JONES. I thought the Senator from South Carolina was
going to ask me a question or I would not have yielded, be-
cause I have only a word or two more to say with reference to
this matter. I will ask the Senator from Massachusetts, how-
ever, a gquestion as to what he means by agricultural immi-

It is charity. It may make it
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grants, whether those who were engaged in agriculture before
they come here or who come here. saying that they intend to
engage in agriculture.

Mr. LODGE, Those engaged in agriculture,

Mr. JONES. In their own country?

Mr. LODGE. In their own country.

Mr. JONES. It seems to me that there might be some ques-
tion about it, and that if a person were brought here saying
he expected to engage in agriculture and wanted to engage in
it he would probably be allowed to come in.

Mr. President, I do not just like the idea of passing legisla-
tion here to help those who apparently have organized some
gociety to bring people here for their purpose, confining our
legislation by terms to simply cover the people they want to
bring here.

If we are going to pass this legislation because of our sym-
pathy for the Belgians and the condition they are in, then it
seems to me we can not discriminate between two classes of
Belgians, the mechanical working class and the agricultural
class, and that the reasons so eloguently given by the Senator
from New York apply to one just as well as to the other. If we
are going to pass this legislation, let us make it apply to all the
people of Belgium, who have suffered equally in this terrible
struggle. I myself doubt the wisdom of passing it. I would not
be inclined to oppose it as a general proposition, but with the
limitation put in I shall certainly vote against it.

Mr. LODGH. Mr. President, we made these limitations be-
cause of representations made to me by those who are interested
in helping those unforfunate people to come here and make a
new start in life. But I am entirely ready to vote for that
amendment if it gives the same right to all immigrants from
Belginm under the conditions stated in the amendment. I do
not mean the agricultural conditions, but the other conditions.
1 shall vote for it in any form. If I ean not open the door to
them all, I will open the door to a part of them.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President, the appeal for
the Belgians strikes we very strongly. Thirty-five years ago
there came to the neighborhood of my home town a family of
Belgians by the name of Prosper Berkesman. They settled there
in my community and afterwards went to Georgia. I think the
Senator from Georgia will perhaps recall the name. They went
into the culture of fruit on the most extensive scale and they
made for themselves great fortunes and a great mark in that
community. They brought with them a great retinue of thrifty
Belgians to work on their farm, a farm of about 400 acres.
Many of those Belgians still remain there. They are a splendid
class of citizens, thrifty, honest, frugal, and marvelously indus-
trious. So I should like to do that which I could for the Bel-
gians. Yet my heart and soul are big enough to reach beyond
just that little State of Belgium. Why not take in those from
Germany, from whence I have said my mother came? I would
like to add those in Alsace and Lorraine. Those Provinces have
been ravished by this hateful and horrid war.

I should like to vote for the amendment of the Senator from
Massachusetts; but I would suggest, as an amendment to it, to
strike out the word * agricultural” and the words * from Bel-
gium.” Then it will take in humanity pretty completely.

It is remarkable to me how the Senator’'s mind seems to have
changed. A day or two ago in the Senate the only test which
was known to us was illiteracy—an immigrant must be able to
read, and if he could not read, even though he was blessed with
the form of Apollo, however desirable in the way of physique
and general good health, all these things counted for nothing.
He might be frugal, he might be honest and faithful; but if he
could not read, that was the thing that should bar him out.
To-day we learn that he is all right if he has the cash. Thrifty
Massachusetts is still after money. Money is the desideratum.
If you have the cash, I do not know who has the tract, but you
will find that somebody in thrifty Connecticut or thrifty Massa-
chusetts doubtless has the tract to sell to the Belgians. Now,
when we have the cash, the purchase money, to pay for all these
things, that is preeminent as against literacy—literacy counts
for naught. :

Now, my friend, I believe your heart is right; but, in all
seriousness, if you want to aid down-stricken humanity who have
been crushed beneath the heel of military despotism, whether it
be in Belginm, whether it be in France, whether it be in Ger-
many, or in the Provinces of Alsace or Lorraine, or in Russia’s
frigid zone, in Heaven's name, I ask you fo strike out the word
“agricultural.” I am an agriculturist. I love the occupation
and realize its great value to this land, but there are a million
other avoeations which are primarily necessary to the well-being
of this country. Take the rich South, with its teeming acres that
demand aid, the picking of cotton or the draining of swamps or

reclaiming worn-out land, and in a thousand ways a more liberal
system of immigration will aid it

So I say, my friends, with all earnestness, strike out the word
““ agricultural,” strike out the words “ from Belgium,” and then
go forth again and let our Statue of Liberty in the harbor of
New York mean what it was put there for—a shining light, a
beacon for the downtrodden and the oppressed from every clime
with clean bodies, sane minds, honest, faithful purposes, and
the rest we can leave to the assimilation of this wonderful coun-
try, this God-blessed land.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I have no cbjection, as T have
already said, to taking out the limitation as to agricultural
immigrants or the limifation about the power to purchase lands
which, of course, relates only to the relief of the assisted or the
induced. The plan was not to plant it in New England. It is
not a place to plant agricultural immigrants, I am sorry to say,
except in a very few favorite places. The plan was to give
them an opportunity in the still unocenpied lands of the South
and West. But I am perfectly willing that the limitation
should be taken off. However, I am not willing to take out the
Belgium limitation. The whole purpose is to aid that particular
unfortunate people who are adrift on the world without homes,
without country, without a government. It has no meaning if
it is broadened to cover the whole world.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr, President, I do not wish to eriticize
the generous spirit of humanity which moves Senators to offer
this amendment. I sympathize with their feelings to the very
limit. I am constrained to believe, however, that the possible
complications and injuries to our own people and to the immi-
gration law itself more than balance any probable good that
can come to a few Belgians through this amendment.

That complications are involved in this proposition no thought-
ful Senator will deny. Why the Belgians? Not because they
are victims of dreadful war. Millions of other Europeans are
similar victims. Are we not treading on at least questionable
grounds, if indeed it is not dangerous, when we select a race
from among belligerent races for special favors? It is intimated
that Belgium has been outraged without provocation. Senators
may so believe; the world may so believe; but Germany denies
it. Are we to settle that question here? I am sorry that it has
been raised.

The amendment annuls the prohibition against foreign con-
tract labor. Where is this to end? It will surely rise to plague
our country. And yet it is solemnly proposed to allow some men,
organization, or corporation to contract with Belgian agri-
culturists to come into this country provided they purchase
lands. Purchase where and of whom? Why agriculturists?
Have not the farmers of the United States hard times enough
that especial competition should now be forced upon them?
There is no assurance, however, that these immigrants will
remain on the farm, and everyone knows that we already have
enough idle workmen.

I can not consent, Mr. President, to allow men to come in
here to compete solely with farmers. I would not consent at
this time to their coming in to compete with labor under existing
conditions, because charity begins at home. Why, sir, we are
amending our immigration laws for the benefit of our own
people. We have quite a problem on our own hands at this
minute, a big problem. Help the Belgians, as you ought. Every
generous American is now helping that torn and distracted
people, but in the meanwhile do not add to the distress of
our own people. Do not complicate more our already perplexed
foreign relations. Do not undermine our beneficent law against
alien contract labor. At a time when a million idle, hungry
American laborers are pleading. for work in order that they
may have bread, let us not add to their misery and despondency
by legislating competition upon them. I must know more about
this- scheme of contracting with foreign laborers and be con-
vinced of the magnitude of the proposed blessings to be con-
ferred by this amendment before I can give it my support.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the adop-
tion of the amendment offered by the Senator from Georgin
[Mr. SmiTH] to the amendment offered by the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr, LobGg].

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I eall for a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New Jersey
suggests the absence of a quorum. The Secretary will call
the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ashurst Chamberlain Crawford Fletcher
Bristow Clnpe Culberson Gallinger
Bryan Clark, Wyo. Cummins Gore
Burton Clarke, Ark. Dillingham Gronna
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Hardwick McCumber Pomerene Bwanson
Hitcheock McLean @ i Thomas
ughes Martine N. J, Robinson Thornton
James Myers Root Townsend
Johnson Nelson Saulsbury Vardaman
Jones Norris Shafroth Walsh
Kenyon O’Gorman Sheppard Weeks
Kern Oliver Simmons White
Lane Overman Smith, Ga. Williams
Lee, Md. Page 8mith, Md. Works
Lewis Perkins Smith, 8. C.
Lippitt Pittman Smoot
Lodge Poindexter Sterling

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-five Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum of the Senate is present,

Mr. ROOT. Mr. President, I should be very glad to have a
provision in the form and going to the extent suggested by the
Senator from Georgia, but I fear that the objection that that
would open the door to the introduction of contract labor in
the future would imperil the whole provision.

Mr., SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from New
York yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Ar, IOOT. Certainly.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I sought the ear of the Chair, just
as the Senator from New York rose, for the purpose of stating
that I am so much in favor of what is embodied in the amend-
ment of the Senator from Massachusetts that I am unwilling
to jeopardize it by seeking to obtain what I would be very much
gratified to see added by way of amendment. Therefore I wish
to withdraw the amendment to the amendment. 5

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Georgia
withdraws his amendment to the amendment.

Mr. JONES. I desire to renew the amendment, in substance
anyway. I move to strike, out the word *agricultural™ and
all after the word “ war” in line 6.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the adop-
tion of the amendment of the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Joxes] to the amendment of the Senator from Massachusetts
[AMr. Lonce]. [Putting the gquestion.] The “noes” seem to
have it.

Mr. JONES. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The amendment to the amendment was rejected.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, as I understand the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Massachusefts, it is that
exception be made from the exclusion rule of the bill for the
Belgians who come here within a certain time to engage in the
pursuit of agriculture. I can not see why they should be per-
mitted to come here and engage in the pursuit of agriculture
and not in other pursuits, That being the case, it seems to me
that the amendment offered by the Senator from Washington
[Mr. JoxEs] is entirely proper. If the bill is to be amended by
the exception suggested, then it should not be confined to agri-
culture only.

There is no occasion to invite people of other countries to
come here and engage in agriculture and agriculture only. I
can not understand why such a proposition should be made.
Becanse a man happens to be engaged in farming in Europe,
and because of conditions that exist there he becomes in want
and we offer our country as an asylum for him, why should not
the man who happens to be enganged in some mechanical work,
some manufacturing establishment, be invited to come here and
find a home as well while the conditions which now oppress him
exist? :

Mr. JONES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Kan-
sas yield to the Senator from Washington?

Mr. BRISTOW. I do.

Mr. JONES. It has been suggested, I understand, that if the
word *“agricultural ” is stricken out, leaving it broader, that
that would bring it under the terms of the favored-nation
clause. Does the Senator know of anything in that clause to
limit it to agricultural people?

Mr. BRISTOW. No; I can not understand the purpose of
inviting the people of a foreign nation to come here and engage
in agriculture exclusively, and that is what it means. It seems
to me it is a strange proceeding for the United States Senate to
contemplate. i .

Mr., WALSH. Mr. President, it seems to me there is a very
sound basis for the distinction concerning which the Senator
from Kansas asks information. As I understand it, this law
restricting immigration is particularly necessary by reason of
the accumulation of people of foreign birth in the great indus-
trial centers. The contract-labor law was originally enacted

because those engaged in industrial pursanits in which large
numbers of people were employed were in the habit of going
abroad to obtain cheap labor and engage in those industries.

I suggested to the Senate a little while ago that we have
some of those Belgian immigrants in my State engaged in agri-
culture. We hope that their number may be swelled very
largely; indeed. We should like to hold out some inducement to
come to our State to take up unappropriated lands owned by the
General Government, as well as lands owned by the State. We
do not want to subject ourselves to penalties that are generally
imposed by this bill upon those who even offer inducements to
people to come ont.

On the other hand, Mr. President, the labor market, for in-
stance, of the city of Butte, the chief industry of which is min-
ing, is to-day glutted. We do not care to have the great mining
companies in the city of Butte or the steamship companies that
might be operating in connection with them offer any special
inducements to bring other laboring men to the city of Butte
in order to engage in competition with those employed there in
the mines. .

I suggest that simply to the Senator from Kansas as a very
sound basis upon which to make a distinction between those who
come here for the purpose of engaging in agricultural pursunits
and those who come here to work for wages.

Mr. BRISTOW. May I inquire of the Senator from Montana
why it is that the industrial center of Butte is congested with
labor while the farms of Montana are not?

Mr. WALSH. It is chiefly because it has been regarded as
more profitable, I suppose.

Mr. BRISTOW. Exactly. Then, it is more profitable to work
in the other industries of the United States than on the farm.
Make it as profitable to follow the business of farming in the
United States as it is in other industrial pursuits and you will
find there will be more farmers, but instead of that you are in-
viting foreigners to come here to engage in the least profitable
of our industries and excluding them from the #ndustries that
have been the most profitable.

Because the American farmer has not an organization here
to exercise political power to defend his rights you would flood
him with competition from everywhere, from every part of the
earth, but there are organizations in industrial centers that can
protect those employed in the industries, that can protest
against the erowding of their centers with the unemployed, then
we can exclude them; but the farming population that has not
the political organization to protect its rights is not protected,
nor is an effort being made to protect it apparently by the
American Congress.

Mr. McCUMBER. I wish to ask the Senator from Montana
if it is any more an injury to the Ameriean public to create a
surplus of labor in the city than it is to increase the surplus of
the farming production? Both have a direct bearing upon the
compensation for labor. We are already producing in the
Unifed States of every character of farm produce far more than
we can use in the United States. We have a surplus of every
single character of farm produce, and that surplus keeps the
prices down except as it is now raised a little above the level
because of the war conditions.

Then, if we have to protect labor against surplus because of
its influence upon the value of labor, why should we not protect
the farmer against more laborers upon the farm, who will in-
crease his surplus of production and thereby diminish the value
of his own labor?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I shall be very glad to answer
the Senator. There are quite a number of organizations in
this country engaged in what seems to me a very commendable
and praiseworthy effort to get numbers of people in the con-
gested centers of the country to go out upon the farms. I think
that ought to be encouraged. =

Mr. President, I said some time ago that in all probability
the mining center of Butte was congested rather than the agri-
cultural districts, because those who went there thought it was
more profitable. I do not agree with them. I think it would
be eminently more profitable to them if they went out upon the
farms. I rather sympathize with the Senator from North Da-
kota and with the Senator from Kansas, who are afraid, in the
interest of the agriculturists of their own States, that their oc-
cupation is going to be overwhelmed with competition. I am
very thankful that that sentiment does not prevail in my State
at all. We are looking forward with a great deal of comfort
to the time when our State will be annually producing, instead
of 25,000,000 bushels of wheat, which it now produces, 100,-
000,000 bushels of wheat. I think I express the sentiments of
the farmers of the State of Montana when I say that we are
very desirous of having these people come here from Belgium in
order to hurry the day when we shall have that production.

“Mr. McCUMBER., Mr. President, I have heard this song of
“back to the farm” ever since I have been in the Senate. It
is an annual song, and its echoes never die, but I have never
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yet seen any good result from it. Population will always drift
to the center of the greatest remuneration for labor; that is a
law that you can not change. Make farming pay as well as do
other vocations and you will not need these laudable efforts of
which the Senator is speaking to get people back to the farm.
Our sons leave the farm and go to the cities because for a
given amount of labor they can gef greater remuneration and
more enjoyment out of life. You fill your cities to overflowing,
and you are compelled to pass your laws which will be for the
general benefit of the city laborer as against the farm laborer
because of the great surplus in your cities and the conse-
quent high prices of living, and thus by this jackscrew methiod
every time organized labor raises its price it raises the price
of everything that organized labor produces in the city. That
again raises the prices of your rent and the things you must pur-
chase in the eity, and that again creates a higher price for
your labor. So you are sending your prices upward and sky-
ward all the time, while the unorganized farming element of the
country can not raise the price of their labor to correspond
with the constant increases in the prices of the articles which
they are compelled to purchase.

The only thing that has helped the farmer out in the slightest
degree this year has been the European war, which has created
in the North a greater demand for foodstuffs, but which has
injured the South just to the same extent that it has benefited
the North by driving down the price of their principal product
because of the lack of customers.

Mr. President, there are other vicious things in this proposi-
tion. First, you will pass the proposition to let the Jew enter
as against the Christian in Russia. I never before heard that
tt was a particular crime to be a Christian any more than it
was a crime to be a Jew, but you have provided that the illit-
erate Christian®from Russia can not come in, while the illiterate
Jew can come in. It would seem that the illiterate Roman
Catholic from Italy is not a desirable citizen, but that the
illiterate Jew from Russia is a desirable citizen.

Now. we are going a little further in this kind of one-
sided political-play legislation to reach out and invite the
Belgians into this country. Why not invite the Galicians?
Galicia has been overrun and devastated by war; the Galicians
are a good people; why not allow the Galicians, then, to come
in if they desire'to purchase farms in this country?

So Alsace has been overrun and devastated by war. Why
not continue your beneficent legislation by declaring that the
Alsatians shall also be allowed to come in? Normandy, and in-
deed all of northern France, has been overrun and devastated.
Why not allow those people in northern France, also in the the-
ater of war, to come in and have an exception for their benefit?
The people in eastern Prussia have suffered somewhat. Why not
allow the Prussians to come in from the section which was
devastated in the early part of the war by the Russian invasion,
and why, then, not go a step further and open the door, just
as it onght to be opened, and continue to keep it open just as
we have done in the past?

Mr. President, I deprecate the fact that we should allow
polities, sympathy, and everything else to influence us in this
legislation by making exceptions for one section of the world
and for another section of the world. These people are all
Caucasians; the percentage of good people in the several sec-
tions does not differ to any appreciable extent. If we are
going to close the doors against any section, let us close them
against all; if we are going to open them, let us be, just as we
have been in the past, the asylum for the persecuted, whether
it be on account of religion or race or whether it be because of
the environment and the lack of ability or opportunity to make
a living in their own home country. These gates ought not to
be closed in the face of any who would make good citizens,
and we have enough in our law to keep out the bad ones.

It does seem to me, Mr. President, that it is almost an insult
to our sense of justice to provide that the Belgian may come
here to compete with the farmer, who makes on an average
about 20 cents a day throughout the United States, when he
ean not compete with the bricklayer, who gets $5.50 a day for
eight hours' labor, thereby not only making your discrimination
unjust against the farmer, but also making it unjust as between
different nationalities.

I know that there is probably force enough back of this propo-
sition to put it through, but I for one, having a sense of equal
justice for all my fellow men and for all classes of American
citizens as well as for foreign citizens, want to voice my protest
against such one-sided legislation.

Mr, REED obtained the floor.

Mr. LANE. Mr. President——

_ The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. REED. I yield to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. LANE. I shall occupy but a moment if the Senator will
allow me. I presume everybody in the world admires the Bel-
gians, From the way they have fought their fight we love
them, and no one would go further to do them a kindness, to
be generous with them, than would I. I have that feeling, and
I do not wish to vote against any proposition which might be
beneficial to them; yet at the same time, if you will look at
this amendment calmly, you will see that it proposes to pay a
bonus of $2,500 each, I am told, to the heads of families, farm-
ers from Belgium, to come here and till the soil. I do not know
who is to advance the money; but at any rate the Belgian comes
here a good man and probably a good farmer—a man who will
make a good citizen. He goes into competition with American
farmers in their method of making a livelihood, while the farm-
ers in the South, owing to the calamity of the European war,
I am told, by the hundreds of thousands have been wiped out of
business. The farmers on the Pacific const who are in certain
lines of industry—those raising hops and those raising froit—
have lost money; they are poor; they are hard up. Here we
go and import a certain select portion of the Belgian people
by a law which singles them out, and we bring them here backed
with eapital from Europe, and some, I am told, advanced by
American citizens who wish to put a certain proportion of them
into the South, where they are needed, I presume, in some
ways, though not in the raising of cotton, I should judge, at this
time; but they will come into competition with people who are
ﬁ]rendy suffering from want from their efforts in agrieultural

nes.

I think the proposition ought to be broadened out. It is not
quite a fair one; it is special legislation. There are a million
men in America who are without work to-day, and a million
women and children who have not too much to eat or to wear.
We owe them also a little bit of consideration.

At the same time, as I say, I want to do all I can for the
Belgians. I would much prefer at this time to make an appro-
priation out of the Treasury for the benefit of the Belgian
people, whom I respect and admire, rather than in this cir-
cuitous method attempt to do an act of generosity at the expense
of our farming community.

Mr, PITTMAN. Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
gouri yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. REED. I yield to the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I simply desire to say a few
words on this matter which is of vital importance to my State.
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr, McCumeer] asked the
Senator from Montana [Mrvr. Warsa] why most of these immi-
grants were employed in the mining industry in his State. I
want to state that a great many of them are employed in the
mining industry in my State. I am perfectly familiar with the
character of the people who are employed in that industry who
come from foreign countries.

The reason why they come to this country and why they go
into this particular character of enterprises is not entirely
because those industries pay more than do others, but because
the people who conduct those classes of enterprises in this
country seek such labor. While there is a law against contract
labor, there are many ways of avolding it, even though the
letter of the law is not violated.

We do know that such immigrants are invited here for the
purpose of going into those enterprizes in competition with
American labor. They come here as laborers, whether they
come under a contract before they start or with the knowledge
that they will obtain a contract after their arrival. Those
classes of people are not agriculturists. They have no knowl-
edge of farms at all; they are not fit for farming when they
get here. They simply enter into competition with our day
laborers in this country; and the object of this legislation is to
prevent that if it be possible to do so. Too great an influx of
such immigrants also lowers our standard of living, and our
object is to prevent that.

The Senator from North Dakota has said they will come in
competition with the farmers of his State. He said that to-day
we are producing more in this country than the country needs,
than the country can use. That may be true; but the world is
not producing more to-day than the world demands; in fact, the
statisticians in every country admit that the supply is decreas-
ing in proportion to the demand; and one of the greatest prob-
lems to be solved to-day, not only In this country but in every
other country, is tc inecrease the production of foodstuffs to meet
the demands of the peoples of the world. The Senator can not
take the demand of our own country solely because we ship our
products to every country. I think he knows that the greatest
problem that we have to-day is to reduce the cost of living for
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the man who Is existing on a fixed wage and a fixed salary. I
(o not think it is a broad stand to take to say that we will cur-
tail the production of foodstufis in the interest of any locality
or of any community. The surplus over home consumption has
been rapidly and steadily decreasing in the last few years, and
onr economists have warned us that in the near future we will
have difficulty in supplying the domestic demand.

Mr. McCUMBER. May I ask the Senator from Nevada a
guestion?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ne-
vada yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr, PITTMAN. I do. \

Mr. McCUMBER. Is labor generally producing more than
the world demands to-day any more than is labor on the farm?
Does not the world demand the products of labor to a greater
extent than it can possibly get to-day, the same as it is demand-
ing the products of labor in the shape of food?

Mr. PITTMAN. There is not the same demand for physical
labor in the manufacturing industries as there is to-day in the
industries for the production of food.

Mr. McCUMBER. No; but is there not a demand for the
product of that physieal labor in the world to-day as much as
there is a demand for food?

Mr. PITTMAN. If there were the same demand for it, there
would be the same demand for manufactured products as for
foodstuffs. I think that answers the Senator.

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not think it does, because I do not
know that there is any great demand for our farm products to-
day, except in one particular line. We find no great demand for
our cotton, which is the product of farm labor. The conditions
of the world at war have prevented the export and the consump-
tion of that article, and the world is suffering to-day in labor
circles because of the inability to export the products of that
labor. We are all suffering from the same cause.

Mr. PITTMAN. The foreign demand exists to-day the same
as ever. The supplying of that demand may be interfered with
by artificinl conditions, but the fact remains, and it is not
capable of dispute. that the demand for foodstuffs is increasing
at a greater ratio than the production of foodstuffs in the world ;
and the condition in the market to-day for meat and for wheat
proves that beyond a doubt; and it does not require any argu-
ment whatever. Our own Department of Agriculture to-day is
doing everything in its ,ower to bring to the attention of this
country—not only to the attention of legislative bodies, but to
the attention of the people as a whole—the fact that something
must be done to increase the supply of foodstuffs throughout the
country.

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator will allow me, I want to
ask him in regard to the statement that there is a greater grow-
ing demand for food products. Food products, such as wheat,
flour, fruit, and everything of that character, have increased
in quantity far beyond any other products in the world during
the last 10 years. During the last 10 years in the United States
alone we have increased over 50 per cent, and many uther
countries of the world, such as Argentina, have increaseild their
production even 2,500 per cent in that time. There is, however,
no product of labor that is inereasing so rapidly throughout
the world as are food products.

Mr. PITTMAN. I may say to the Senator that there is a
growing tendency, especially on the part of people in the ordi-
nary walks of life, to eat more wholesome food, and we want
to uphold that standard of life.

I desire to say to the Senator, also, that while the production
of wheat in the world may have increased and the production
of meat may have increased, the consumption of meat aud the
consnmption of wheat have increased in proportion. [f that
were not so, then the price of wheat and the price of meat
would not be so high to-day that the ordinary man werking
for ordinary wages can eat meat but on rare occasions.

Mr. McCUMBER, If the Senator will allow me once more, I
have had occasion to examine food statistics quite closely, be-
ciause my State is exclusively an agricultural and food-produc-
ing State; and, as a matter of fact, the amount of consumption
of wheat per capita in the United States is going down all the
time instead of increasing. :

Mr. PI'TTMAN. Is that on account of the price?

Mr, McCUMBER. A few years ago it was 8 bushels per
capita; now it is down to a little over 5 bushels per capita.
Of course the size and capacity of the human stomach has not
changed a great deal; but we are getting more of the imported
products, such as fruits and articles of that kind. than we used
to get, and are varying our table diet a great deal more than
we used to do 20 oi 25 years ago. As a matter of fact, while
the principal food products are increasing in guantity beyond

any cther products in the world, the amount of consumption is
actuzlly going down.

_Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President——

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr, President, let me answer the Senator
from North Dakota, and then I will yield to the Senator from
Kansas,

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator does not think that the farmer
in times of peace, for instance, has been getting too much for
his farm produets, does he?

Mr. PITTMAN, I think he has been getting an adequate
price in comparison with what other classes of people of this
country have been receiving for the products of their labor.

Mr. McCUMBER. Well, the Senator, I am afraid, has not
lived in a food-producing State for the last two years——

Mr. PITTMAN. Not exclusively.

Mr. McCUMBER. Or he scarcely would have made that as-
sertion. Taking the price of this labor that you are now defend-

ing—and I certainly want to defend labor and I want to defend

the farmer alike—as a matter of fact, he was getting less, until
the war broke out, in increased food products six or eight
months ago than he had been getting through all of the years
past, except a few years from 1803 to 1897. . -

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, before this war commenced,
or before it was even suspected, our Agricultural Department
was warning the people of this country that there was danger
of a shortage in foodstuffs, not only in this country but
throughout the world. They were urging all kinds of econo-
mies in agriculture and teaching advanced methods of farming
for the purpose of meeting that very condition. The price of
foodstuffs had already risen. The situation is here. The Sena-
tor may live in an exclusively agricultural State; he may be
satisfied to see the prices of foodstuffs go up so high that only
a4 few people can eat them, so that he may benefit his people.
We have farmers in our States as well as other characters of
labor, and 1 would not do those farmers the injustice to say
that they wanted to prevent the tilling of the land of this coun-
try to enhance the value of their foodstuffs. That was the ar-
gument used by the Senator from North Dakota. He opposed
letting these men in because he did not want a bigger surplus
of foodstuffs in this country; and that may be the issue. That
is the issue that he laid down.

I want to say that the farmers of our State are not in favor
of restricting the production of foodstuffs in this country. They
want to increase them; and while the Senator from North
Dakota states that there has been no increased capacity on the
part of men to eat, I want to say that there has been an increase
in desire for hetter food and an increased use of such food
b;' t}llose who could afford it. Such food should be in the reach
of all.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President—

Mr. PITTMAN. I want to know whether or not the Senator
understands the condition under which some of the laborers of
this country are compelled to live and the kind of foodstuffs
that they are required to eat?

Mr. BRISTOW. T should like to have the Senator name some
of the food products that the farmer is getting excessive prices
for, or has received excessive prices for, during recent years?

Mr. PITTMAN. I will answer the Senator about that. I
will take my own State for illustration. In our State they are
to-day getting in the neighborhood of 15 cents a pound for ment
on foof. You remember what it was a few years ago.. If not, I
can tell you that a few years ago they were not getting 4 cents a
pound. It is not so much a question as to whether that price
is excessive as to whether the supply will continue to decrease
and the price increase.

Mr. BRISTOW. Will the Senator please state the character
of meat that is selling on foot at 15 cents a pound? Will the
Senator please tell us what live animals are selling at 15 cents
a pound in Nevada?

Mr. PITTMAN. They are getting 15 cents a pound.

Mr. BRISTOW. For what?

Mr. PITTMAN. For calves.

Mr. BRISTOW. For veal?

Mr. PITTMAN. . Yes; for veal.

Mr. BRISTOW. Will the Senator please state what other food
products except veal are bringing an excessive price?

Mr. PITTMAN. Beef, mutton, pork, and vegetables are pro-
portionately high. If the Senator wants to know more, I will
refer him to the Agricultural Department at Washington to
determine that question.

Mr. BRISTOW. Why not refer it to the market where the
farmer sells his products?

Mr. PITTMAN. I will tell you why. I do not want to go into
a statistical argument with the Senator upon this subject.
because the whole world knows it; because everybody out
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through this country to-day is erying out on account of the high
cost of living; because the Democratic Party, if the Senator
please, has promised to attempt to reduce the high cost of liv-
ing, and the Republican Party has admitted the high cost of
living, and throughout this country it is a fact denied by none.

Let me say to the Senator that while the cost of foodstuffs
has increased in accordance with the law of supply and demand,
the cost of labor, which is fixed by wage and by salary, does
not advance in the same proportion, because there is a restrie-
tion upon it that is harder to overcome. I wish simply to
finish this by saying to the Senator that we have iu our State
land that is capable of producing crops, but we have not the
people to cultivate that land. The people of our State are satis-
fied with their enterprises and are engaged in those enterprises,
but our State has invited the world to come there and utilize
some of the richest of lands that can be found in any State.
California to-day, through its chambers of commerce and big
institutions, is inviting farmers to come and take up that land.
Throughout all the West, where the land is not all taken up,
they are inviting farmers to come in and occupy and cul-
tivate it.

Mr. WORKS. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Warsg in the chair).
Does the Senator from Nevada yield to the Senator from Cali-
fornia?

Mr. PITTMAN. In just a second. They are inviting them to
come out there and take up land. They are not inviting men
that are not agriculturists and farmers; they are not inviting
the class of people who know nothing about it to do that work;
but they do want their land farmed and they do want good
farmers to take up those lands.

I am satisfied with the Belgians; I think their history
denominates them as a people worthy of becoming citizens of
this country. This bill leaves it to us to determine whether or
not their intentions are to become farmers, whether they are
farmers, and whether they intend to become citizens. I would
be willing to have them come, and also the people of any other
of the big civilized countries of the world, for that purpose.
I know that we want them out there; we want to increase the
produets of our State; we want to reduce taxation by it; and
we want to enable the people who live In that State and in
this country to be able to enjoy the products of this country at
a reasonable rate. I now yield to the Senator from California.

Mr. WORKS. Mr. President, the Senator from Nevada has
referred to conditions in California. That matter has been agi-
tated in my State very lately. Some of the civie organizations
in that State have gone to the extent of sending out warnings
against any laborers coming to California, because there are
more laborers there now than can secure jobs. Many of them
are out of employment.

We can very well sympathize with the Belgians; we do, all
of us; but we have no right, Mr, President, to invite the Bel-
gians or to allow them to come in here as laborers, if each one
of them is going to displace an American laborer, and that
is precisely the condition that would exist in my State. We
do not need laborers in California any more than they do
in Montana or in Nevada, but we do need farmers and farm
hands. We are usually short of labor of that kind; but it will
be a misfortune to the State of California if there were to
be any considerable influx of labor immigrants from Belgium or
elsewhere.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, the amendment that T am
discussing now is limited exclusively to those who are farmers
and who come here for the purpose of becoming citizens and
engaging in farming enterprises.

Mr. WILLIAMS. And purchasing land.

Mr. PITTMAN. And purchasing land. I am opposed, as is
the Senator from California, to bringing into this country
hordes of laborers. I have always been opposed to it. His
State does not need them; our State does not need them: we
have already enough, if not too many, of that kind. What we
need is another class of. laborers who understand farming, who
understand producing foodstuffs for the class of labor that we
already have. That is all that this amendment applies to; and
I think that the Senator’s State does want agriculturists; I
know that our State wants agriculturists.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER,. Does the Senator from Nevada
yield to the Senator from South Dakota?

Mr. PITTMAN. With pleasure.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Do I understand that this amendment, as
it is now proposed, only admits Belgian agricultural laborers
who are to become purchasers of land?

Mr, PITTMAN. T should like to have the améndment read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the
amendment as proposed.

The SecrerarY. On page 12,
it is proposed to insert:

Provided, That the provisions of this act relating to the llllttﬂ'acjr
test, contract labor, or induced or assisted immigration shall not app
to agricultural immigrants from Belgium who come to the Un ec’l
Btates during the course of the present European war, or owing ta
circumstances or conditions arising from the war, if it is shown to the
satisfactlon of the Commissioner General of Immigration that said
Belgian immigrants come prepared to purchase land In the United
Btates and become American citizens,

Mr, CRAWFORD. -Mr, President, I do not want to take the
Senator’s time, but if he will permit me I should like to say
that I am not in agreement with the position taken by the Sena-
tor from North Dakota and the Senator from Kansas. I come
from an agricultural State, and one of the very serious things
with which the farmers of my State have to deal is the question
of securing farm hands; in fact, I think that in a great part of
this country one reason why farms are abandoned and untilled
is that it is impossible to secure farm hands. They are in the
factories; they are working eight hours a day in the towns;
they are accustomed to quit when the hands of the clock reach
a certain place on the dial; they do not like the 12-hour labor
they are required to perform on the farms.

I regret that the change was made here requiring that these
people shall be purchasers of land. One thing we want, I
think, through the agricultural regions of the West is these
sturdy sons of Belgium who are suffering from the disasters.of
the war, who have been deprived of everything they have on
earth except their strong hands, and who might be glad to come
here and go out on these farms and perform the work for which
there is such a great demand.

If the Senator will permit me just one word further 1 wish
to make this observation: In my State, at least, for a number
of years we have maintained, out of the liberal appropriation
made by the State legislature, a-burean called the commission
of immigration. One of the purposes of that commission is to
present the claims of our State as a successful agricultural
region to the worthy settlers in Europe for the purpose of hav-
ing them come into our midst and increase the number of the
;{illllers of the goll in our State and cultivate lands that are now

e.

I do not take the view that it is against the inferest of the
farmers in the West to encourage the bringing in of worthy,
immigrants who will make good farmers and open up new
fields, and, more than that, the bringing in of a class of farm
labor that is so largely demanded by the farmers themselves.

I would gladly support this amendment if the provision re-
q;liﬁing these people to be purchasers of land were stricken out
of it.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President—— 1
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Nevada
yield to the Senator from Washington?
Mr. PITTMAN. I yield the floor.

to say.

Mr JO\FS I just want to suggest to the Senator from
South Dakota——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair feels obliged to
recognize the Senator from Kansas,

Mr. JONES. Will the Senator from Kansas yield to me for
just a moment?

Mr. BRISTOW. I yield to the Senator from Washington.

Mr. JONES. I just want to suggest to the Senator from
South Dakota that the word * purchase ” was put in here awhile
ago because it seems that there has been some assoclation or
organization formed that apparently proposes to advance money,
to these people or sell them lands; and they will probably take
a mortgage at a pretty high rate of interest from these people
whom they know to be industrious and sober and temperate
people, and probably will keep them in a sort of state of peon-
age for 4, or 5, or 6, or 8, or 10 years.
tml:lr. CRAWFORD. I am not in favor of any such thing as

t

Mr. WILLIAMS, Nothing like that is proposed.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina und Mr. McCUMBER ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield, and to whom?

Mr. BRISTOW. I yleld to the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. McCUMBER. 1 simply wanted to answer the Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. REED. Mr, President. T thought I had the floor and had
yielded to the Senator from Nevada. I have no desire to take

line 18, after the word “ guests,”

I have said all I desire

anybody else off the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is unadvised that
the Senator had the floor.

Mr. REED. Very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kansas is
recognized.

Mr. BRISTOW. I yield to the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr., McCUMBER. I'wish to say to the Senator from South
Dakota that npon his first proposition, as to which he said he
was not in agreement with the Senator from North Dakota, he
finds himself entirely in agreement, I did not say anything
against agricultural laborers coming into this country. We
would welcome them. We need them.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I may have misunderstood the Senator.

Mr, McCUMBER. We can not get them; but this amend-
ment does not provide for agricultural laborers. It provides
for those who come here with money enough to purchase a farm.
It does not say how big the farm shall be or how little it shall
be. It may be an acre or it may be a thousand acres—what-
ever the Secretary thinks should be the standard.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I understood the Senator to object to
worthy Belgians who might come over with the money in their
pockets and desire to purchase one of our South Dakota or
North Dakota farms. I am sure our people would welcome
them with open arms.

Mr. McCUMBER. There is good ground for objection on that
line; but the main objection I made was that we seek to create
a surplus of farm products and to bring in all of those who
produce farm products, for the very purpose of driving down
the value of those products by reason of the surplus, while at
the same time we study to keep out the farm labor that we need
to produce them. That is the viciousness of this proposition.

Mr. CRAWFORD. [ will say to the Senator that that danger
is very remote. I have not felt that we were in any very great
danger that we were going to have too many farmers, too many
farm hands, too many rich acres under cultivation producing
too much food, because it would reduce prices. I have seen
nothing to create great concern upon that score.

Mr. McCUMBER. When I was selling grain for a little over
50 cents a bushel before this war commenced I recognized that
difficulty. When oats had gone down to 22 cents a bushel and
farm labor was $3 a day, I found there was some difficulty along
the line of making ends meet. When barley, which costs us
over 50 cents a bushel to raise, was only bringing 32 cents a
bushel, T found some difficulty in selling enough barley to pay
for the labor.

The Senator says we need fo take up our farms. That would
enrich the State; it would make more taxable property than we
now have, and it may be very laudable to get more farmers into
our State; but the fact exists, nevertheless, that if we are com-
pelled to hire all the labor upon the farm, under conditions out-
side of this abnormal war condition, we can not pay the labor
and raise enough upon our farms to keep them running. I
know something about that, because I have tried it; and I tried
it for a number of years until I found that I would have to leave
the acres uncultivated because we could not get the labor to
take care of it at prices we could afford to pay.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I should like to see a lot of good Belgian
farm hands out on the farms in my State.

Mr. McCUMBER. Where the farmer himself, who lives off
his farm, does his own work, and his child less than 14 years
of age does a man's work, or a woman's work, he will exist;
but if you had the same rules applying to his labor that yomu
have in the cities in regard to child labor, and the number of
hours of labor, every one of them would be in bankruptey in
six months.

Mr. BRISTOW. DMr. President, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. PrrrmaN] speaks of the congestion in the labor centers,
and the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Crawrorp] refers to
the absence of labor on the farms. The Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. McCusmeer] complains that the farmer can not
make a profit in his business because of the price he has to
pay for labor.

The remarks of these three Senators point out a very serious
economie situation, in my opinion, in the United States. If, as
has been remarked, the wages paid on the farm the year round
wer: as much, for the same amount of work, as the wages paid
in the cities the American boy to-day would not be leaving the
farm and going to the city. That is as true as any axiom.
The reason that the American boy leaves the farm is because
there is no profit in working on the farm.

What is the condition within a radius of 100 miles of this
Capitol to-day? There are thousands and tens of thousands
of laborers on American farms east of the Allegheny Moun-
tains who are working for a dollar and a quarter a day and
boarding themselves,

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from Minnesota ?

Mr. BRISTOW. I do.

Mr. CLAPP. I think that statement must be taken with some
qualification. These men are usually provided with habitations,
so that the gquestion of rent does not concern them. They are
almost invariably allowed a certain part of the product of the
farm itself.

Mr. BRISTOW. I beg the Senator’s pardon. He is entirely
mistaken. I am not referring to that class of labor which lives
on the farm and is furnished a house and other perquisites.
They do not get a dollar and a quarter a day. They get a
dollar a day or less.

Mr. CLAPP. Many of them get a dollar and a quarter a day.

Mr. BRISTOW. Waell, concede that they get a dollar and a
quarter a day. Suppose they get a dollar and a half. The
Senator can not mention a farmer within a hundred miles of the
Capitol at Washington who is paying for day labor to-day more
than a dollar and a half a day in the field, and the laborer
boarding himself, in his own house, independent of the farm.

Mr, CLAPP. No; but the Senator from Minnesota can demon-
strate that a man on a farm, working for a dollar a day and
boarding himself, is better off than a man in the city who
tramps the streets for work. I say the Senator is mistaken in
the economic principle underlying the discussion. It is not
the fact that the boy gets more in the city, but there is some-
thing about the city that attracts and allures; there is something
in the very matter of the aggregation of population that draws.
I am in hearty sympathy with the Senator’'s provision, but we
have got to go deeper than that.

Mr, BRISTOW. Mr. President, I dislike to disagree with my
friend from Minnesota, but I utterly disagree with him. It is
more attractive to live in the city, under the electric lights,
when you get paid $4 a day for eight hours or when you gef
paid fifty, sixty, or seventy-five dollars a month for eight
hours' labor; and when you offer that to the American youth
in lieu of a dollar and a quarter a day and boarding himself or

‘a dollar and a half a day and boarding himself and finding his

own lodging he will take the $4 a day or the fifty or sixty
or seventy-five dollars a month and live in the city. But, con-
versely, if you will pay the people who live in the cities and work
in the factories or work in the stores a dollar and a quarter a
day and let them board themselves or give them $4 a day to go
on the farm, they will flock to the farm and not to the city.

Mr. CLAPP. You could not get them to the farm, with the
allurements of the city, if you were to drive them there with a
bayonet. ;

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator is entirely mistaken. He does
not understand the American farmer and the American youth.

Mr. CLAPP. I am not speaking of the American farmer. I
am speaking of these people who throng the cities. To-day men
do not have to walk the highways among the farms looking
for work. They are walking the highways in the cities looking
for work. If you talk to them and urge them to go on the
farms, they will tell you *“ No; they were not born to be
farmers.” There is the trouble, and we may just as well face
this question. There is something in the thought of people
gathering in cities that allures people there. They think the
city life is superior. The moving pictures are one thing, the
street crowds are another, and so we might go on down the list.
They seem to think there is something superior in city life;
but, low as farm wages are, the average man working for
wages on the farm is doing better with his wages.

You can not solve the economic problem in this country on
this basis. I quite agree with the Senator that we do not suffi-
ciently encourage farming. I quite agree with him that the
farmer, not being represented here in an organized, concrete
force, does not get his share of the legislative pork barrel; but,
for all that, we have got to go back of that condition to find the
solution of this problem.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President

Mr. BRISTOW. Just a minute; I want to reply to my friend
from Minnesota, and then I will yield to the Senator from
Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. T thought perhaps I could adjust this matter.

Mr. BRISTOW. With due respect to the opinions of my
friend from Minnesota, which I always respect, his remarks
just made are an actual slander on American character and the
American farmer and youth. He does not come to the city to
go to the picture shows. He comes to the city because he gets
better wages in the city than he does on the farm.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I can not submit to that sugges-
tion. I am not speaking of the farmer boy. I am speaking of
the boys and the men who throng the cities.
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Mr. BRISTOW. But why does the farmer's boy leave the
farm and go to the city? He leaves the farm and goes to the
city because he gets better wages in the city for less labor and
can buy more of the comforts and luxuries of life with the
wages he gets. The reason why the farmer does not pay better
wages than are paid by the street car companies and the cor-
porations and the employers of labor in the city is because he
can not sell his produect for enough to justify paying more
wages.,

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the Senator from Kansas
now prepared to yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BRISTOW. I yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. BORAH. I wanted to make a suggestion which, it seems
to me, may have some bearing upon this matter and upon mat-
ters which are coming up later,

During the last five years over 500,000 American farmers have
left American farms and have gone to acquire lands in Canada.
At the same time that has happened we have had tied up-in
our Western States a territory as large as New England and
Maryland and Virginia combined, which has as good soll as
ever lay outdoors. When we get around, after a while, to con-
sidering the bills dealing with that subject, I hope our farmer
friends will bear in mind that it is not only a case of the boy
leaving the farm and going to the city, but, under our public-
land laws, we are driving the farmer to take oath under another
form of government and to claim protection under another

ag.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, as I was proposing to say
before I was interrupted, the naked facts are that, with all the
sentimental propaganda that is going on, with the slogan of
* Back to the farm,"” the reason why the American boy, with
his intelligence and his education, does not continue to farm
and follow the vocation of his father is because he can not make
as much money, he ean not get as good wages on the farm for
the same amount of labor, Why, the ordinary farm hand in
the United States is working now for from twenty to thirty-five
dollars a month, depending upon the locality in which he lives;
and what does he do? He is up at 5 o’clock in the morning, and
he starts out to feed the stock and attend to what the farmer
calls “ the chores.” By daylight he is out at work in the field.
He works until it is dark, and when he has done his farm work
and gets in he has put in from 12 to 14 hours a day.

Mr. JAMES. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. BRISTOW. In just a moment. For that he gets less
than half what the average laborer gets in the cities for doing
half as much work. The American boy with some intelligence
concludes that he can get more money for his labor in the city
than in the country ; and he goes to the city and leaves his poor
old father, who has been on the farm all his life, to stay there
and hire the best man he can get to take his place.

I now yield to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. JAMES, I want to call the attention of the Senator
from Kansas to a statement that I understood the Senator from
North Dakota to make—that the farm laborers in his State are
getting $3 a day.

Mr, BRISTOW. They get that in harvest time and press
SeASOns; yes.

Mr. JAMES. Apparently the farmer can afford to pay that
price.

Mr. BRISTOW. He can not afford to pay it. If the Senator
from Kentucky is familiar with the farming regions of his own
State and other States, he knows that the American farmer
to-day, if you will eliminate the price of wheat because of the

, unusnal condition in Europe now, is not making as much on his
wheat as he did years ago. The facts are that until this war
broke out in Europe the farmers of the United States were
selling their wheat at a loss, The Senator from Nevada has
mentioned one product of the farm that is bringing a high price,
and that is veal; but the average American laborer does not
eat much veal.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Kansas
yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. BRISTOW. I do.

Mr. PITTMAN. I will say that he not only does not eat
much veal, but he does not eat much meat of any kind, with
the present price of meat. But let me ask the Senator one
other question. Is the Senator contending that the farmers are
not prosperous?

Mr. BRISTOW.

I am contending that the farmer is not mak-

ing as much money, outside of the increased price due to this

war, as he made years ago, and that farm products are now a
drug on the American market.

Mr. PITTMAN. I should like the opinion of the Senator as
to whether or not the farmers are prosperous at this time.

Mr. BRISTOW. Why, they are in certain sections of the
couniry ; yes.

Mr., PITTMAN. Are they prosperous in Virginia?

Mr. BRISTOW. Not very; no. They are very prosperous in
Kansas.

Mr. PITTMAN. They are prosperous in Kansas?

Mr. BRISTOW. Yes.

Mr. PITTMAN. The reason why I asked the Senator if they
were prosperous in Virginia was that I was informed there had
been a number of farms purchased in Virginia recently.

Mr. BRISTOW. Probably there have been. I do not know.

Mr. PITTMAN. And I had an idea that probably that was
frue. But the farmers are prosperous in Kansas?

Mr. BRISTOW,. Yes.

Mr. PITTMAN, If the farmers are prosperous n Kansas,
are they not able to pay good wages to their laborers?

Mr. BRISTOW. The farmers are prosperous in Kansas since
this war broke out and the price of wheat went up 40 cents a
bushel. Until the war broke out they were selling their wheat
for 60 cents, which was less than cost. The Senator can not
mention a single farm produect that sells for an execessive price
when it leaves the farm. I will say that veal sells for an ab-
normally high price for some reason, dne to the fastidious tastes
of certain American people, but the great majority of the prod-
ucts of the farm are not bringing an excessive price as they
leave the farm. They are down in the market. They are a drug
upon the market, The farmers outside of the wheat-growing
region, where there is an excessive price for wheat now, caused
by the European war, are selling their stock, from the poultry
to the fat steer, at a reduced price and a lower price than they
have been able to get for them for years.

Mr. PITTMAN. Beef, mutton, pork, hay. grain, hides, and
wool were higher in 1913 and 1914, before the war commenced,
than they were in 1911 or 1912. Is it not a fact that the buying
of good agricultural land at the present time is recognized as a
good investment?

Mr. BRISTOW. It is not.
Mr, PITTMAN. It is not?
Mr. BRISTOW. No, sir; and if the Senator is informed, he

knows that agricultural lands are now a drug on the market.

Mr, PITTMAN. When and where did that happen? It cer-
tainly is not true in our State,

Mr. BRISTOW. It has been happening ever since the present
Democratic administration came in. [Lauvghter.]

Mr. PITTMAN. Why, the farming industry prior to the war
was so active that even some of our Senators were called back
to the farm. Does not the Senator known that a great many
persons have been purchasing farm lands in the last year? As
a matter of fact, 10,000,000 acres of land were patented up as
homesteads in this country during the last year. Does not that
indicate that the farming industry is a prosperous one?

I know Senators right in this body who, within a very short
time, have purchased farms throughout this country. Probably
the fact has come to the attention of the Senator himself that
they have been purchasing farms throughout this country. Is
it not a fact that the records of the manufacturing industries
show that the farmers all over this country to-day are indulging
in the luxury known as the automobile? 1Is it not a fact that
the great financial institutions -of this country are to-day re-
porting greater prosperity among the farmers than among any
other character of people in this country, and was not that so
prior to the European war? I know it was so in my State.

1 do not think the Senator will deny that that is the situa-
tion; but he says the young men are leaving the farm for the
city. Probably that is true. The Senator from Minnesota has
given very fairly the probable reason for that. If the young
men who are raised on the farm prefer to enter other kinds of
business pursuits, then does it not become necessary, if we
want our lands cultivated, to hunt up those farmers who do
want to farm? That condition exists. The young men who
are raised on the farms will not do as their fathers did—buy
land near home and start farming. They go to the cities. It
makes no difference why they go to the cities; they do not
follow the agricultural pursuits of their fathers.

What we are faced with is this problem: We have good land
to produce products for this country. We want it to produce,
because the country needs those products. We can not get the
sons of our farmers, as the Senator says, to take up those lands,
Now, we simply invite an intelligent, high-class agricultural
people, who are driven out of their own country by war, to come
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over here and help cultivate our land, increase its productive-
ness, add to the wealth of our country, and relieve our people
from the burden of an insufficient supply of foodstuffs. That is
all we are asking,

Mr. BRISTOW. I live in a part of the country where a great
many immigrants have come from Europe in the years that
have passed and settled upon farms. They were farmers and
they made good citizens, and, being of German and Norwegian
birth, they are frugal and prosperous as a rule, and their chil-
dren adapt themselves to American institutions and American
habits. They belong to that race which has developed and made
our country what it is, coming from that seetion of Europe from
which most of our ancestors came. Their children, as soon as
they are educated and as soon as they arrive at the age of
maturity and begin to do for themselves, follow the same exam-
ple that the American boy follows—he whose ancestors and
parents have been in this country for a longer period—they go
to the cities, where they get better wages and where life is
easier.

It is a false economic proposition fo say that you can bring
men who know nothing about an American farm and put them
on the farm and conclude that because they are farmers they are
going to farm. To get men to farm you have got to make
farming attractive to the American people.

The bone and sinew of American life is in the agricultural
class. Indeed, I do not believe a republican form of government
can exist unless the rank and file of the population of the
country is an agricultural population. They are the most con-
servative, they are the most intelligent, as a rule, in exercising
the duties of citizenship; and when you substitute for the
American farmer a foreign population similar to that which
now congests our indusirial centers you have done an irrep-
arable injury to Ameriean citizenship. Indeed, in my opinion,
it would be fatal to the institutions of our country if the real
character of the American farmer were changed, and when by
legislation it is proposed to break down still further the agri-
cultural interests of our country by throwing it wide open, not
only competing in the markets of the world and the markets of
his own country with the products of every other country on
earth, without any protective-tariff duties such as has the manu-
faeturing products. You new make the American farmer com-
pete in the markets of his own country and the world with
every other farmer on earth. Not satisfied with that, it is pro-
posed to invite the foreign farmers to come here and sit down
side by side with the Ameriean farmer and in time put him out
of business by competition even more severe than he is now
compelled to meet in the markets of his own country by foreign
farmers. These foreign farmers will bring with them the
standard of living of the foreign peasant.

Such legislation as is proposed in this amendment is an injury
and an outrage to the American agricultural interests of the
country.” We say we want farm hands. The way to get farm
hands is to pay them better wages; and you ean not pay them
better wages unless the farmer can get more for the products
of his farm than he gets to-day.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Mr. President——

Mr. BRISTOW. I yield to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I should like to inguire of the Senator
from Kansas what is the rate of farm wages in Kansas?

Mr. BRISTOW. It ranges from $25 to $35 a month.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Does that include board?

Mr. BRISTOW. In some instances, it does; in others, it does
not. 1

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I mean generally speaking.

Mr. BRISTOW. Generally speaking the wages would be $25
or $30 a month.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. "What would the Senator estimate that
wounld amount to per month, everything included?

Mr.. BRISTOW. I should think $40 to $45; but wages in
Kansas are much higher than in many other sections.

Mr. DILLINGHAM., Will the Senator permit me to make a
statement?

Mr. BRISTOW. Certainly.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I think the most discouraging feature
of modern immigration has been the fact that while probably
D0 per cent of the 15,000,000 immigrants who have come to this
country in the last few years are either common or farm lab-
orers, it hes been an impossibility to get them to go to the rural
communities and take positions upon farms. In the investiga-
tion which the commission made in the industries of this coun-
try they picked out certain races to see what they were getting,
I find that of the Polish, Slovak, Seuth Italian, North Italian,
Hungarians, Lithuanians, Croatians, Greeks, Ruthenians, and
Bulgarians, the average that they received yearly was $391.90,

which is less than the farm laborer is getting, according to the
statement of the Senator from Kansas,

I have been convinced from my investigation of this subject
that it would be decidedly better for the men who have always
lived in agricultural regions and dome agricultural labor if,
when the come to this country, they would go to the agrienl-
tural communities and take employment on the farm, where
they could live comfortably and where they would be vastly
better off financially and in physical comfort and in advantages
generally, than to go to the cities.

But I find with our view of distribution, with every effort
we have made under the law, with all the encouragement that
has been given by States to invite them to do so. it has been
absolutely impossible to encourage immigrant laborers to the
rural communities. Where we have in some instances secured
men to go on farms and work, they wounld work for a single
season, then they would become lonesome. They want the
companionship of their own race, and they go to some central
locality where the people of that race live and enjoy the same
language and enjoy the same methods of- living, and where,
briefly stated, they can find those things that are more agree-
able to them.

It is a deplorable fact that they all go to the ecities. Al] ex-
perience shows that where the first colony of a partienlar race
goes there all the rest go. They follow them as sheep follow a
bellwether. Take the whole history of immigration and you
will find that that is the fact.

With the growth of our manufactures more of this modern
immigration came from eastern and southern Europe, and
where the first colonies from south Italy, or from any of the
Balkan States, Russia, or Austria-Hungary went, those from

| the same neighberhood have gone to the same place, and they

have followed it right along year after year, and it has been
almost impossible to turn them.

I was interested to test that matter. I found by having a
record kept in Ellis Island for a whole year that more than
80 per cent of all the immigrants who came in during that year
had in their possession when they landed railroad tickets tak-
ing them from New York to the point of their destination in
the United States. They had been in correspondence with their
brothers, their cousins, their relatives in this country, and they
were going where their brothers or other relatives had gone.
In 80 per cent of the cases they reported the fact that they were
going to join friends. It has seemed utteriy impossible to turn
them. I think a large proportion of them had been agricultural
laborers, but it was utterly impossible to induce them to go into
country districts and become segregated one from another and
work among the farmers. That is a discouraging problem. I
do not know how we are ever going to bring it about.

I think the wages paid in Kansas to-day to the laboring men
are altogether better than the wages paid to the men I have
mentioned, where they are working in the basie industries of
the eountry. I do not think there is the slightest danger of
their going into the States and competing with agricultural
labor or reducing their products.

But I am opposed to this amendment. T agree with the
Senator from Kansas. I do not believe that we ought in any
way to break down the contract-labor law at the present time,
as is provided. {

Then, too, what does the amendment mean? It says “contract
labor, or induced or assisted immigration, shall not apply to
agricultural immigrants.” What does that mean? It does not
mean farm owners. The broad application of it would be farm
laborers, so that they may come in very freely.

Mr. McCUMBER. That is not the end of the sentence. If
the Senator will read the whole of it, he will see that it is those
who are agricultorists who come here for a eertain purpose, not
to work as agricultural laborers. If the Senator will read it
through, he will see that that is what it does.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Those * who come to the United States
during the course of the present European war or owing to cir-
cnmstances or conditions arising from the war, if it is shown
to the satisfaction of the Commissioner General of Immigration
that said Belgian immigrants come prepared to purchase ‘or
take up’ land in the United States and become American eciti-
zens.” Come prepared to do that? How are we going to deter-
mine that question? ;

Mr. CLAPP. The word “purchase,” I understand, has been
adopted.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Instead of “take up”™?

Mr. CLAPP. I made a notation of a motion to reconsider that
language which has already been adopted by the Senate.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I can see no use for this amendment.
I quite agree with the Senator from Kansas, although I base
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my opinion upon reasons perhaps different from those which
seem important to him.

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator from Vermont will pardon
me for breaking into his statement, I think the reasons for the
condition which the Senator describes as to the destination of
the immigrant that he answers the question himself. It is an
clement of human nature, I think, that men like to associate
with those of common origin and common language and common
views. We are a social animal and we must mingle with each
other. Tt is perfectly natural that the foreigner coming to this
country, a strange country, among strange people, should want
to get among his own countrymen.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. That is true; they follow the racial in-
stinet.

Mr. BRISTOW. It is impossible for him to have that social
relation in the farming regions of our country that he has in
the densely populated region in Europe from which he comes,
because our conditions are so different. So he will not go on an
American farm as a farm laborer. He might go for a little
while, but he will get lonesome and go to the city.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. If the Senator will permit me, he will
not go there as the purchaser of a farm. The great bulk of
these men have been common laborers in countries where it was
jmpossible for them to purchase the soil. They have not the
instinet of purchase or of independent action, becoming factors
as managers of farms. They are simply common farm laborers
working for a small per diem. I do not think the particular
immigration I speak of come to this country with the thought
of becoming possessors of farms, I called attention the other
day in speaking on the subject to the fact that during the last
10 years we received about 5,000,000 immigrants from Russia
and Austria-Hungary, and yet the census of 1910 shows that of
those classes less than 1 per cent were found to be managers of
farms or tenants. It shows that they will not come here with
the purpose of acquiring farms. They have not been educated
to the ownership of farms. They have not the instinet of
ownership or of securing ownership. So they go, as the Senator
has said, where they can live in colonies under circumstances
agreeable to them and get a rate of wages that is infinitely
above what they are getting at home. That is about the state-
ment upon which I based my idea as to the causes of the move-
ment of immigration.

Mr, BRISTOW. The foreigners whom the Senator has been
deseribing came to this country because they thought they could
better their conditions, and they go to these centers where they
can bhe with their own people and where they can get employ-
ment,

Mr. DILLINGHAM. If the Senator please, they do just what
they have done all their lifetime, work for wages.

Mr., BRISTOW. They work for wages and get enough to live
on comfortably.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. And be employed.

Mr. BRISTOW. But this discussion has proceeded upon the
theory that it is necessary to get into this country some pro-
ducing classes that will bring down the cost of living.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrmax] laid great em-
phasis upon the promises of the Democratic Party to reduce the
cost of living, and he offers as an argument this simendment,
by which means the price of farm products may be reduced.

If the Senator will give his attention to the real evils that
result in the high eost of living, he will look some place else
than at the American farm. I remember, when my family left
home this fall, a remark I heard made was that the price of
eggs was 21 cents a dozen at home. When they arrived in
Washington, a distance of some 1,200 or 1.300 miles, the price
ran from 50 cents to 55 cents a dozen. Why this difference?
That represents the toll which is exacted between the farmer
and the consumer. That is the way the high cost of living
comes in. It is not because of the high price the fariner gets
for his products. I remember, as every Senator here who has
reached the half-century mark remembers, when wheat was $2
a bushel. Before this war began wheat west of the Mississippl
River averaged about GO cents. "

The price of living is not due to what the farmer gets for his
product. If the farmer in America to-day had to pay the same
wages for labor that are paid in the cities, there is not a farmer
who would not go bankrupt in a year: he could not run his
farm. He has got to work day by day with his own hands from
12 to 14 hours a day, and if by reason of superior intelligence
or excessive industry and hardship, which he voluntarily under-
goes, and the iaost frugal Hving, at the end of 20 or 25 years he
is able to buy a cheap automobile, then he is held up to the
Ameriean people by Members of the United State; Senate as a
plutoerat who deserves to be injured by importing foreigners
to compete with him in his line of business.

As I said before, you not only throw down every bar that
would pretect the price of his products from foreign competi-
tion, but you now propose to undertake to further reduce the
price of his products by opening wide the gates and permit alt
kinds of labor that will compete direct with him to come in.
But you bar out the laborers that would compete with the labor
of the manufacturing or industrial centers.

I know that the American farmers are not organized into a
concrete organization to have representatives in the National
Capital who can go to committee rooms of Senators and make
certain demands and, if those demands are not met, enforce
them by votes cast in mass at the polls. The farmer is an in-
dependent, hard-working. citizen, the bone and sinew of Ameri-
can life, who has been the butt of legislation by special interests
from the beginning, and it seems never too late for the Ameri-
can Congress to go directly after him in any effort they make
to reduce the cost of living, They try to reduce the price of
what he produces, but do not attack the influences and the
combinations that exploit him and multiply the price of his
product after it leaves the farm. That is the spirit which
permeates and controls in the legislation that is now proposed,
and I denounce it as unjust.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Nr. President, I desire to offer an amend-
ment to the amendment by striking out of line 8 the words * pre-
piared to take up land in the United States” or. as I think it now
reads, * to purchase land in the United States,” and insert * with
intent to engage ia the work of agriculture,” so that it will rend:

That gald Belgian immigrants come with Intent to engage In the work
of agriculture in the United States and become American citizens.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will please send
his amendment to the desk, and the Secretary will state it to
the Senste.

The SecreTArY. After the word “ come,” in line 8, strike out
the words “ prepared to purchase land ™ and insert * with in-
tent to engage in the work of agriculture,” so as to read:

If it I1s shown to the satisfaction of the Commissioner General of
Immigration that sald Belgian immigrants come with intent to engage
i?t !;he work of agricuiture in the United States and become American
citizens.

Mr., CRAWFORD. Mr. President, it seems to me that this
amendment, as proposed by the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lobce], does not mean vwhat is desired by those who would
like to see these Belgian immigrants get out on our farms as
farm laborers or even as farm purchasers, because to say that
they must come prepared to purchase farms does not even
necessarily imply that they will use the money for any such
purpose. As I construe the amendment as proposed, it gives
ground for a suggestion that some organization, perhaps in the
East, will furnish the funds, and without being subject to the
prohibitions of the contract-labor clauses of the law, they will
get these people over here and have them under contract labor;
and where they may go and what they may do after they arrive
hiere will be a matter of conjecture.

I am npot anxious to serve any such purpose as that; but I
can say, so far as all my observation In the West and in the
agricultural regions is concerned—and I have spent all my life
there—that the on2 great and serious problem everywhere in
the northern part of the Mississippi Valley region is to secure
farm labor. I know well-to-do men, prosperous farmers, who
are past middle age, who are workiug like slaves, because it is
absolutely necessary for them to do so in order to have their
fields cultivated, because they can not get labor out there. Take
the poor Belgian, stripped of everything in the world but good
health and strong arms and horny hands, and if we could get
him out into my State on the farm, working for some man like
the men I have mentioned, it would be a blessing both to the
farmer and to the Belgian inunigrant.

I do not believe such immigrant ought to be excluded because
he does not show that he has sufficient cash in his pocket or
on deposit in the bank which will enable him on his arrival to
purchase a farm. I believe, considering the conditions in Bel-
gium, which we want to alleviate, and the condition of our
western farms, where labor is so sorely needed, and considering
the character of the immigrants, who have made a paradise in
their own country in the cultivation of the soil, that we ought
to give them an opportunity as farm laborers, although they
may have nothing, although neighbors or associations of farm-
ers out there may have to send their transportation to them
so0 as to have them come to this country and to go ount and
engage in farm labor without being purchasers of farms,

Mr. LODGE, Mr. President, will the Senator from South
Dakota allow me to interrupt him?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
South Dakota yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Certainly.
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Mr. LODGE. I wish to understand the Senator’s proposed
amendment. Is it to take out the words * contract labor "2

Mr. CRAWFORD. 1 have not put those words into the
amendment which I have offered.

Mr. LODGE. 1 see the Senator has struck them ount.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I have not done so in the amendment
which is now before the Senate.

Mr. LODGE. But the Senator has not yet offered the amend-
ment?

Mr. CRAWFORD. No; I was going to offer the amendment

. as another matter entirely, to strike out those words unless the
Senator from Massachusetts can give me some satisfactory
reason why they should remain in the amendment.

But the point which my proposed amendment to the Senator's
amendment reaches, and the only point it reaches, is that the
Commissioner of Immigration, or whatever the name of the
officer may be, shall be satisfied upon inquiry that the Belgian
immigrant comes with the intent to engage in the work of
agriculture; whether as a farm hand or as a farm purchaser
is not the material thing.

Mr. LODGE. I agree with the Senator from South Dakota
about that; his amendment enlarges and liberalizes it; and, so
far as I am concerned, I am very glad to modify my amend-
ment by adopting the Senator’'s language in reference to engag-
ing in farm labor, instead of being prepared to purchase land.
I think it is better.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts accepts the amendment suggested by the Senator from
South Dakota, and it now constitutes a part of the pending
amendment.

Mr. LODGE. I also desire to modify my amendment by
striking out the words “ contract labor.”

Mr. CRAWFORD. I was going to propose that as another
amendment. I did not want to have one involve the other.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the
amendment as modified.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I desire to offer another amend-
ment before the vote is taken on this amendment. I confess
that in the almost 14 years during which I have been here I
have seldom referred to sections of the country or to different
classes of occupations. Unless a measure can be justified upon
some principle, I do not think it should be incorporated in legis-
lation at all. One day we spend our money like water in this
country employing commissions on the part of States to induce
people to come into those States to take up farms and go to
farming. The next day we are told that it will not do in an
act of Congress to permit farmers to come here, because it will
bring a great many additional farmers in competition with our
farmers who are here. Somewhere in the world-wide egunation
we have got to meet in competition all of humanity.

It is true that in one sense the Belgians have suffered more
in the controversy in Europe than have any other people; but
there are thousands of people in Europe who are the unfortu-
nate vietims of the war, over which they have no control, for
they do not yet seem to have grown to that point where they
can turn their arms against tyranny. In consequence they are
now turning them against one another, and they have no con-
trol over this awful war; they are being destroyed, so far-as
property goes, by the war; they are being rendered homeless
by the war. I can not understand, Mr. President, why we
should single out a particular class of people, a particular
nationality or race in this theater of destruction in Europe.

This amendment proceeds upon the theory—and there can
only be one theory in the mind of the author of the amend-
ment—that we are letting down what has been insisted upon
here as a test of immigration, the illiteracy test; we are letting
it down as a favor, out of sympathy to those who are unusually
distressed under war conditions. 8o far as the Belgian is con-
cerned, by the literacy test those who are qualified can come in
under the present terms of the law; but this takes down the
bar of illiteracy as to the Belgians upon the ground that those
people have become the subjects of our sympathy and of the
asylum principle of our immigration laws. I understand, Mr.
President. that the contract-labor provision has gone out, and
that the provision requiring purchase of land has also gone out?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Minnesota
is right about that.

Mr. CLAPP. The insertion of the provision requiring the
purchase of land shows how nearly the Senate comes at times
to violating fundamental principles. We have a measure here
designed to reach an afilicted people, and yet for a while it was
the solemn decision of the Senate that it should apply only to
that class of Belgians who did have something, who were able
to come here and establish with the means of purchase at their
command new homes upon our soll. Fortunately that provision

has gone out. We still have this narrow thought, beginning in
this amendment, that it shall be limited only to the people of
Belgium. If there is any reason on earth why we should take
down the literacy test as to the Belgians, the same reason ap-
plies to any other of the people who are distressed by the awful
war in Europe.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Min-
nesota yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure.

Mr, CUMMINS. I rise purely for information, not to an-
tagonize the argument that, is now being made by the Senator
from Minnesota. This amendment, as it has finally been re-
duced, is limited to the exemption of the Belgians from the
literacy test of the proposed statute.

Mr. CLAPP. And the “ assisted-immigration” provision.

Mr., CUMMINS. What is the proportion of illiteracy among
the Belgians? I am inguiring as to that because I want to

know how many people this provision would let in who could

not come in under the law ag it is now proposed in the bill of
the committee.

Mr. CLAPP. I presume the number is very slight indeed;
but the amendment is a recognition that there are people in
Belginm who can not pass the necessary literacy test, to whom,
on account of their distressed condition, we should open the
door, provided they come here proclaiming their purpose to be
farmers.

Mr. CUMMINS. In order to prepare the way for another
guestion, I shounld like to ask the chairman of the committee
what is the proportion of illiterncy amongst the Belgians?
[A pause.] The chairman of the committee seems to be absorbed
in some weightier subject, and I will ask the Senator from
Massachusetts or the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LODGE. It is very low, but I can not lay my hand now
on the figures.

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I have not those figures in my notes,
but it is very low, indeed—among the lowest in all of Europe.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Mr. President, I beg the
Senator’s pardon; I was not giving close attention at the time;
but the percentage of illiteracy amongst the Belgians, accord-
ing to the latest figures we have, is 12.7.

Mr. LODGE. It is very low.

Mr. CUMMINS. Twelve per cent; so that of a thousand
Belgians who might come in here there would be something
like 120 who might be unable to read or write. It therefore
appears that we are trying to make this exception to the gen-
eral rule to accommodate and relieve that very small nnmber
of people who might come in from Belgium. I only rose to
indicate that, in my opinion, the controversy is a tempest in a
teapot.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I quite agree that, like many
other matters, it is a tempest in a teapot. We get far afield
here; we raise false and imaginary issues; we have stirred up
the country on the literacy test; but I do not believe that as
yet one person in a hundred throughout this country knows
that we have taken from the literacy test the exemption which
recognizes the asylumw principle in our immigration laws. But
that does not alter the case. If we should extend now this
favor to illiterate Belgians because illiterate Belgians have
without their fault been placed in a terrible condition we
should recognize that same principle as to all other nations dur-
ing the continuance of the present European war, because of
circumstances or conditions growing out of the war. The Pole,
whose land to-day is likewise being war swept by this awful
war, also needs our sympathy, if we are going to indulge in
sympathy, just as much as does the Belgian. The people of
the other countries and sections which are liable before this
storm is over to be devastated just as badly as has been the
country which we call Belgium are entitled to the same con-
sideration. What I am trying to urge is that we get away trom
the eternal talk of this section or that section, this class or
that class, and deal with general principles in legislation.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, may I say to the Senator

from Minnesota, lest he may have misunderstood me——

Mr. CLAPP. No; I did not misunderstand the Senator.

Mr. CUMMINS. That that was my very purpose in rising.
To accommodate or convenience a very few unfortunate Bel-
gians, it seems to me that we are about to wreck a general
principle.

Mr. CLAPP. The point that T was discussing was not de-
flected by the suggestion of the Senator; I was dealing with the
general proposition.

Mr. JONES and Mr. O'GORMAN addressed the Chair.
mélg. CLAPP. I yield a moment to the Senator from Wash-

1.
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" Mr. JONES. I wish to suggest to the Senator from Iowa
and to the Senator from Minnesota that the amendment as it
now stands is still further limited to agricultural Belgians, and
not to Belgians generally.

Mr. CUMMINS. Yes; I intended to remark something upon
that. I think the provision is utterly unworkable and imprac-
ticuble. No human being can determine what an * agricultural
immigrant ” is.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Or how long he will remain an agricul-
tural immigrant.

- Mr. CUMMINS. I assume that that is meant to describe a
former econdition ; that is, a condition in the country from which
he comes. Will you say that a boy who has worked three
months or six months on a farm at some time in his life is an
agrienltural immigrant? It is to me absurd, and can never be
put into operation.

Mr. O'GORMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Min-
nesota yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure.

Mr. O'GORMAN. I do not desire to intrude any remarks re-
garding the pending amendment further than to correct a state-
ment inadvertently made a moment ago, that the percentage of
illiteracy in Belgium is 12. The fact is, according to latest
statistics, that the percentage is 8.5.

: Mr. CLAPP. Still less, then.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Mr, President, I have before
me from the department a table bringing the averages up to
the end of the fiscal year 1913. That table gives the illiteracy
in the country of origin, and of the population of Belgium over
10 years of age it is 127 per cent. Those figures, as I under-
stand, were obtained through the Burean of Immigration here
in Washington.

Mr. O'GORMAN. My authority for the statement I have just
made is the World Almanac and Encyclopedia for 1914, a publi-
eation which is generally regarded as accurate and trustworthy.
In that book it is stated that the percentage of illiteracy is 8.5.
+ Mr. CLAPP. Mr, President, be that as it may——

Mr. BRISTOW. < Will the Senator yield for a moment?

- Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure.

Mr. BRISTOW. May I inquire if there is not a difference in
the basis of the computation as between the Senator from New
York and the Senator from South Carolina? Was not the Sena-
tor from South Caroling speaking of the Belgians who came to
the United States and was not the Senator from New York re-
ferring to the Belgians as they live at home?
© Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. The table gives the figures
for illiteracy in country of origin; it gives the population over
10 years of age; gives those countries in which there is com-
pulsory education; gives the percentage of illiteracy by the
countries from which immigrants come; and in Belgium the
percentage of illiteracy is given as in the country of origin at
12.7. The basis of calculation is population over 10 years of
age; that is all I know.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, the fact remains that we are
holding out here a favor born of sympathy. We are reaching a
hand out through the literacy test and extending it only to the
people of Belgium. Of course, I can understand how the people
of that country have aroused the interest of the world; but the
people of Belgium are situated, so far as their homes may be
destroyed, their property destroyed, and their families broken
up, just as the people of other parts of the war zone of Europe
are situated. We extend the asylum principle through the wall
of the illiteracy test to the unfortunate in one land. I believe
we should extend it to the unfortunate in others. For that
reason, Mr, President, I move as an amendment in lines 3 and
4 to strike out the words “ from Belgium,” in line 5 to strike
out the word “ or,” and in line 8 to strike out the word “ Bel-
glum,” so that it will read:

Immlgﬁants who come to the United States durin,
present Europeon war owing to circumstances or conditions arisin
the war, If It Is shown to the satisfaction of the Commissioner
of Immigration that sald immigrants come—

Under the amendment recently adopted—
declaring thelr purpose to become farmers,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the adop-
tion of the amendment offered by the Senator from Minnesota. .

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the amendment offered by the
Senator from Minnesota is an improvement, I think, on the
original amendment ; but for the life of me I ean not understand
why the benefits of this amendment should be extenled only to
farmers or farm laborers, which is now proposed. I do not

the course of the
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understand why. it should be limited to Belgians. I am going
to vote for it, in whatever way it is necessary to vote for it,
because it is an enlargement, a broadening of this bill; but

what the Senator from Minnesota bas said in regard to the
condition of these people is absolutely correct.

There is a difference between the Belgian Government's
situation and the German Government's situation and the
English Government’s situation. There is a different issue pre-
sented there, but it is an issue between Governments. The
Belgian Government insists that it was in a condition of abso-
lute neutrality and that without having raised its finger its
territory was invaded, and that is true; but, Mr. President,
when you go beneath that mere technicality this is what you
find: The German Government states: “ We invaded Belgium
because our own country was about to be invaded.” The French
Government states: * Our country was invaded.” The French-
man says: “ My country was invaded and my home was de-
stroyed,” just as the Belgian citizen makes the same statement.

Now, this is a bill for the relief not of Governments but of
people. The Frenchman’s home having been destroyed, he is in
Jjust as helpless a condition as the Belgian whose home has been
destroyed. The French individual had no more to do with
bringing on this war than the Belgian individual had to do
with it. Neither did the individuals of either of those nation-
alities have any more or any less to do with bringing on the
war than the German citizen. He had nothing to say about it.
His Government began a war, and if his home is destroyed and
if it is therefore necessary for him to find harbor elsewhere, he
should have the same privilege, t

‘What was said by the Senator from New Jersey in regard to
Alsace-Lorraine is equally true.. What did the people of that
country have to do with saying whether or not there should be
war? If we are to extend hospitality and charity to the indi-
vidual, it ought to reach all individuals similarly situated, re-
gardless of the technicalities which spring out of the relations
of the government or which particular Government first struck
a blow. Moreover, if we are to have regard to the humanity
of it, let us see how that will work out for a moment.

The Belgian finds his country taken away from him. The
touching and eloguent words of the Senator from New York
[Mr. Roor] found a response in my heart, as they do in the
heart of every man who thinks rightly and feels rightly. The
Belgian’s home was taken away. He was without fault, and,
mayhap, he ecan never return to that home in safety. But if
you turn to Alsace-Lorraine you will find there a condition
where the farmer’'s fields have been destroyed; his home has
been burned; his condition is equally pitiable. He is equally
without offense, and, mayhap, when this war is over, he will
find it unsafe to return to his home, as does the Belgian. If
Germany shall succeed in holding that country, how many of
the Alsatians will be brought to trial and possibly to severe
punishment? On the other hand, if France shall hold that
country, how will she deal with certain citizens, particularly of
German birth, who may have been inhabitants of that country
and who may have warred against her?

I do not know; I do not undertake to say; but I do know
that war is a very cruel thing. I do know that when the pas-
gions of men are aroused revenges are likely to be taken. I
need not call the attention of men from the Southland, who
passed throygh the reconstruction period, to the truth of that
statement.

So all these people, as peoples, are without fault. Each of
the Governments claim that it is without fault. The people,
at least, are without fault. They never voted a war. They
never brought on a war. When the war is over somebody is
going to suffer, and somebody is suffering now.

We find ourselves called upon to aid and assist. Millions
of dollars have been sent from this country to assist the people
on the other side. We are about to pass a bill that prohibits
assisting immigrants to come to these shores; that prohibits
the immigration of men because they can not read and write.
The proposition contained in the amendment of the Senator
from Massachusetts is that we shall except the Belgian from
the literacy test and from the assistance clause. I say that it
ought to be extended also to the Alsatian, who is just as good
a citizen as the Belgian, in my opinion; and possibly to the
German, for Germany may find her fields are overrun before
this war is over. Why not to all of these people?

Mr. President, I am not acquainted with the parliamentary
gituation; but I propose to offer the amendment I am about
to read, and if it is not now in order I shall offer it when the
proper parliamentary situation presents itself. I want to ask
the Senators’ attention to it carefully, because I believe it
meets all these objections, and I do not believe it is objection-
able on the ground that it will permit a general influx of
foreigners. It is as follows: #

The provisions of this bill relating to illiteracy or assisted immi-
grants—
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Not contract laborers; now—
ghall not apply to immigrants who come to the United States during
or within one year after the close of the present European war, owing
to circumstances or conditions arising from the war: Provided—

Here is the safeguard—
fhe Commissioner General of Immigration shall find as a fact that the
immigrant is otherwise gualified—

That is, that he has the health, the condition of mind and
body and character required by the bill—
and that he is attached to our institutions, intends to become a eitl-
zen of the United States, and that the immigrant will not become a
public charge. :

"~ The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will state to the
Senator from Missouri that the amendment is in order.

Mr. REED. 1 thank the Chair. Now, that does not indis-
criminately admit them. It does not give them the privilege
of coming as of right. They must convince the Commissioner
General of Immigration that they are coming here well inten-
tioned to our Government; that they are not going to be public
charges; that they are sound in body and sound in mind and
sound in morals; but it gives him the privilege of permitting
them to come, provided they can show all of these things, and
that they will not become public charges. In a word, it per-
mits societies, organizations, and individuals fo send over to
those countries to furnish the means to bring thosc peoples here
and to provide temporary assistance for them when they are
here, either upon farms or in any other place, and provides that
when those faets are shown the Commissioner General of Immi-
gration ecan allow these people to come in. He can very easily
stop any attempt to break down the protection of our immigra-
tion law, because it is vested in his discretiom

Mr. President, I think that opens the door to all alike, and
yet I do not think it opens the door wide enough to flood this
country with undesirables. I offer that amendment.

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will allow me, I have no objec-
tion to the proviso in his amendment. It is needless, however,
because the provisions to which the exception is made are
named. If he wants to make sure that the other provisions
avhich are named in his proviso are retained, he only has to add,
after the word “immigrant,” the words * otherwise eligible.”

Mr. REED. That is already in the amendment.

Mr. LODGE. “Otherwise eligible”? Well, that covers every-
thing. There is no need of the proviso, then.

Mr. REED. No, Mr. President; the proviso does have an im-
portant effect. Let me read it:

Provided, The Commissloner General of Immigration shall find as a
fact that the immigrant is otherwise gualified and that he is attached
to our institutions, intends to become a citizen of the United Btates—

That is new, is it not?

Mr. LODGE., That is new; yes.

Mr. REED (reading) :

And that the immigrant will not become a publie charge.

That also is new.

Mr. LODGE. Oh, no; “otherwise eligible " will cover that.

Mr. REED. Well, “otherwise eligible.” Under the law as it
stands, and without this amendment, the immigrant who has a
certain amount of money can come here. There are no ques-

- tlons asked. It is presumed that he is self-sustaining. This
requires an affirmative finding. There is that distinetion. There
is the further distinction that under the law as it is framed in
this bill an immigrant would be held to be not self-sustaining,
possibly, who might be permitted to come in under this measure.

To illustrate, suppose an immigrant were to come here des-
titute—without any money. He would be turned back as a
pauper under our present law, but under this bill if the Com-
missioner General of Immigration should find that a society
or organization was going to receive him, going to provide him
with work, or going to put him on one of these farms that the
Senator said some society contemplated arranging for, then
the Commissioner General of Immigration would be warranted
in finding that the man would not become a publie charge.

So I think there is a very considerable difference between this
amendment and the other one.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr, President—

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missouri
will please send the amendment to the desk, and the Secretary
will state it to the Senate.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Let the Secretary state
the amendment.

Mr. CUMMINS. I rise to ask the Senator from Missouri a
question, not to debate his amendment.

The PRESIDEXNT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield to the Senator from Iowa? :

LII—55

Mr. REED, I do. >

Mr. CUMMINS. Does the Senator from Missouri understand
that his amendment would except these immigrants from the
operation of section 6 as a whole?

Mr. REED. No; I do not understand that it would. I did not
intend that it should. I meant that it should cover just what
is stated—that is, the assistance of an immigrant. It would
permit the assistance of an immigrant coming under these
conditions. He would not be turned back because he had
been assisted, and he would not be turned back merely because
he was illiterate.

Mr. LODGE. Of course, if the Senator’s amendment has the
words * otherwise eligible,” that covers section 6 and all the
sections.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Let the Secretary state the
amendment to the Senate; then Senators will better understand
how it applies. The Secretary will read it.

The SecreTary. The Senator from Missourl proposes, in the
nature of a substitute for the amendment offered, the following:

The provisions of this bill relating to illiteracy or assisted immigrants
shall not apply to Immigrants who come to the United States durlng or
within one year after the close of the present European war owing to
circumstances or conditions ari from the war: mﬁdcd. That the
Commissioner General of Immigration shall find as a fact that the im-
migrant is otherwise qualified, and that he is attached to our institu-
tions, intends to become a citizen of the United States, and that the
immigrant will not become a public charge. Y

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I will ask the Senator
from Missouri just what process will be used to determine
whether an immigrant is or is not attached to our institutions.
We all remember the old story about the man who landed on our
shores, and they asked him his politics, and he said he was
“agin the Government.” Now, just how we are going to find
out whether or not a man who comes here from Belgium or
Poland, or any other part of the civilized or uncivilized world,
is attached to our institutions is beyond my comprehension,

Mr. CLAPP. It is done every day. ‘

Mr. REED. May I answer the Senator?

Mr. GALLINGER. Yes; I should -like to have my question
answered. .

Mr. REED. It is the question that is ordinarily put in every
court when an alien is seeking naturalization; it is the usual
legal phraseology ; and it means to call for the ascertainment of
the question of fact whether or not the individual comes here
well disposed toward the Government.

Mr. GALLINGER. But that question is not put to all the
other immigrants who come in.

Mr. REED. I understand. i

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator cites the case of a man who
goes before a court to be naturalized. After he has been a resi-
dent of the United States presumably for four or five years he
might well have some knowledge of our institutions; but how
these ignorant people coming from abroad—and many of them,
in fact most of them, are ignorant of our system of govern-
ment—can answer that question intelligently, or why they
should be asked to answer it, I do not quite understand. Of
course, however, I care nothing about it. I am going to vote
against all of these propositions to open the doors to the people
whose situation has been discussed this afternoon. Unfortu-
nately, I was detained in the Committee on Appropriations and
have not heard the debate, but I have a general idea of the
ground it has covered. Inasmuch as I am going to vote against
all amendments and against the proposition itself, of course I
am not very much concerned about this; and yet it does strike
me as being rather an extraordinary condition to impose upon
these immigrants, if they are to be admitted at all. '

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the amendment which the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts introduced contained a provision to the
effect that they intended to become citizens of the United States)
Of course they could not become citizens of the United States
unless they were well disposed toward this country. They would
have to show that to a court, and that is involved necessarily
in the proposition contained as the Senator from Massachu-
setts drew it. In writing the amendment I simply included
that phraseology. It is not difficult however to understand or
to apply. The Commissioner General of Immigration being
confronted with the fact that a thousand refugees were coming
here, let us say, from Belgium, and that they were being as-
sisted by some society of kindly disposed people, and, therefore,
that they would be barred under the general provisions of the
immigration bill, would have to make it his business, through
himself or his agents, to inquire where these people came from,
what kind of people they were, are they criminals or are they
anarchists, do they believe in government, are they coming here
to be good, law-abiding citizens? He would satisfy himself in
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that way, and he would satisfy himself whether they intended
to come permanently and to become citizens, and having satis-
fied himself he would waive the literacy test.

Now, the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr, GALLINGER]
would say to the man who could not read or write, “ No matter
how sound youn are in body, no matter how you are in mind, no
matter how much patriotism there may be in your heart, no
matter though you have stood and fought for your home and
fireside and wife and children, no matter though you have gone
into the red jaws of death, I will send you back because you
can not read and write.” The Senator from New Hampshire
would not do any such thing if it was put to him as an individ-
ual proposition, because he is too kind-hearted a man.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The question is on the adop-
tion of the substitute offered by the Senator from Missonri [Mr.
Reen] to the amendment of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
Crarr].

The amendment to the amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question recurs on the
amendment- offered by the Senator from Minnesota to the
original amendment.

Mr. CLAPP. Before the vote is taken I want to add one
clause to it. The amendment of the Senator from' Massachu-
setts seems to me tc be somewhat deficient, * owing to cireum-
stances or conditions arising from the war.” It means that
they may come after thé war has closed, I take it. So in my
proposed amendment, line 5, I would insert, after the word
“war':

Or within one year after the termination owing to circumstances and
conditions arising out of the war.

Mr. LODGE. I have no objection to putting in that limita-
tion of time, but I do object to the other.

Mr. CLAPP. Then I will take them one at a time,

Mr. LODGE. Let it be read.

Mr. CLAPP. First, I move to amend by inserting, after the
word “war,” in line 5, “or within one year after its termina-
tion,” so as to read:

During the course of the present European war, or within one year
after its termination, or owing to circumstances or conditions arising
from the war,

* The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment to the
amendment will be agreed to unless there is objection. The
Chair hears none, and it is agreed to.

Mr. CLAPP. Now, the one objection that might have been
made to the amendment of the Senatos from Missouri was that
it broke down the distinction between those who were to come
here ostensibly as farm laborers or farmers eventually and
those who might come indiscriminately for all classes of work.
So I will offer the amendment which I first proposed, in lines 3
and 4, to strike out the words “ from Belgium,” and in line 8
strike out the word * Belgian.,”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the adop-
tion of the amendment offered by the Senator from Minnesota
to the amendment,

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The gquestion recurs upon the
adoption of the amendment of the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lobce]. :

Mr SMITH of South Carolina. Before the question is put I
wish to make merely one statement. This debate has devel-
oped the fact that practically all who oppose the amendment
have ndvanced the idea that it is dangerous, and those who
have advocated it have taken the trouble to explain wherein
in their opinion it would not jeopardize the continuity and the
efiect of the bill as well as jeopardize us with foreign coun-
tries. ‘I hope all those who are in favor of the peunding bill
being held in its present form will vote down all these amend-
ments.

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President, I move to strike out of
the amendment offered by the Senator from Massachusetts the
words * the illiteracy test.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the
adoption of the amendment offered by the Senator from Wash-
ington to the amendment.

Mr. POINDEXTER. In this connection I should like to say
I fail to see how the war would have any bearing upon the
ability of anyone who otherwise might be admitted by this
amendment to pass the literacy test. The war has been of very
short duration, and the country particularly affected by this
amendment has one of the best systems of public schools of any
country in the world, and while we may on account of the
unusual circumstances in which Belgium is situated extend the
so-called asylum principle to some extent through sympathy, or
modify the restriction so as to allow organizations in this

country to assist and solicit the immigration of those people,
there is nothing peculiar about the situation which would
Justify us in strikng out the literacy test contained in the bill,
If there is virtue in that test as it stands in the bill, there is
virtue in the same test applied to this particular class of people.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Washington [Mr. PoixpEx-
TER] to the amendment.

Mr. POINDEXTER. On that I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The amendment to the amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the
adoption of the amendment as amended.

Mr. CUMMINS. I ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the
amendment as it now stands. ‘
. Tlll_te SECRETARY. On page 12, line 18, after the word “ guests,”
nsert :

Provided further, That the provislons of this act relating to the
illiteracy test or induced or assisted Immigration shall not apply to
agricultural immigrants from Belgium who come to the United States
during the course of the present European war or within one year after
its termination owing to circumstances or conditions arising from the
war, If it is shown to the satisfaction of the Commissioner General of
Immigration that said Belgian immigrants eome with intent to engage
L?ﬂ:;gl: of agriculture in the United. States and become American

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the adop-
tion of the amendment. [Putting the question.] The noes
appear to have it. The noes have it.

Mr. LODGE. Let us have the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. We have been making a very
liberal application of our rule. The Chair will not seek the
benefit of it. Is the call for the yeas and nays sustained?

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (when his name was called). I
have a general pair with the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr,
StoNE], who is unavoidably absent from the city. In the ab-
sence of that Senator I withhold my vote,

Mr. BRYAN (when Mr. FrLErcHER'S name was called)., I
desire to state that my colleague [Mr. FrLercHER] is detained
from the Senate on business of the Senate. He is paired with
the junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WARReN].

Mr. REED (when his name was called). I transfer my pair
with the Senator from Michigan [Mr. SymiTH] to the Senator :
from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] and vote “ yea.”

Mr. WALSH (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Lrepitr]. I
transfer that pair to the Senator from Nevada [Mr. NEwWLANDS]
and vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (when Mr. WARREN'S name was
called). My colleague [Mr. Warrex] is unavoidably absent
from the city. He is paired with the Senator from Florida
[Mr. FLETCHER].

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). T have a gens
eral pair with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEx-
rose]. I explained the situation Thursday, and feel at liberty to
vote. I vote * yea.”

The roll ecall was concluded.

Mr. MYERS. I transfer my pair with the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. McLeAN] to the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
CampEN] and vote * yea.”

Mr. CRAWFORD. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. LeA] to the senior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. PENrosE] and vote “ yea.”

Mr. VARDAMAN (after having voted in the megative). X
have a general pair with the senior Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Borar]. I transfer that pair to the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. RaxspErL] and allow my vote to stand.

The result was announced—yeas 34, nays 22, as follows:

YEAB—34.
Brandegee Lee, Md. Pittman Swanson
Bryan Lodge Poindexter Thomas
Burton Myers Pomerene Thornton
Clapp Nelson eed Walsh
Crawford Norris Root Weeks
Hughes O’'Gorman Simmons Williams
James liver Smith, Ga. Works
Johnson Overman Bmith, Md.

ern Perkins Sterling

NAYS—22,
Ashurst Gore MeCumber Smith, 8. C.
Bristow Gronna Martine, N. J. Townsend
Chamberlain Hardwiek Pa Vardaman
Cummins Jones Robinson White
Dillingham Kenyon Shafroth
Gallinger Lane Sheppard
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NOT VOTING—40.

Bankhead Culberson Lippitt Shively
Borah du Pont MecLean Smith, Ariz.
Brady Fall Martin, Va. Smith, Mich.
Burleigh Fletcher Newlands moot
Camden 0 Owen Stephenson
Catron Hitcheock Penrose Stone
Chilton Hollis Ransdell Sutherland
Clark, Wyo. La Follette Saulsbury Thompson
Clarke, Ark. Lea, Tenn, Sherman Tillman
Colt Lewis Shields Warren

So Mr. Lobee’s amendment as modified was agreed to.

Mr, POINDEXTER. I offer an amendment to the amendment
just adopted.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be stated.

The Secrerary. Strike out the word “ Belgian” and insert
in lieu thereof the following——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendinent has just
been adopted, and the amendment to the amendment can not
be offered as in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I wish to make a parliamentary in-
quiry. Can it be done in the Senate?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It can.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I reserve the right to offer the amend-
ment in the Senate. I ask to have it stated at this time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the
amendiment.

The SecreTArRY. The Senator from Washington [Mr. Poix-
DEXTER] will propose in the Senate the following amendment :

Strike out the word “ Belgium ™ in the portion just agreed to
and insert in lien thereof;

Any country whose territory has been violated contrary to the pro-
visions of articles 1 and 2 of the convention respecting the rights and
duties of neutral powers and personsg in war on land, ratified between
the United States of America and other powers on February 23, 1009,

Mr. JONES. I ask unanimous consent to present for print-
ing and reference to the committee an amendment to the legis-
lative, and so forth, appropriation bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection?

‘Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. I object.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made. The bill
is still as in Committee of the Whole and open to amendment.
If no further amendments be offered, the bill will be reported
to the Senate.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended.

Mr. POINDEXTER. I now offer the amendment of which I
gave notice.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Washing-
ton submits an amendment, which will be read.

The SecreraRY. On page 12, in the amendment agreed to,
line 1, after the word “ guests,’ 'strike out the word * Belgium
and insert:

Any countrf whose territory has been violated ooutrarg to the pro-
visions of articles 1 and 2 of the convention respecting the rights and
duties of neutral powers and persons in war on land, ratified between
the United States of America and other powers on February 23, 1909.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the adop-
tion of the amendment of the Senator from Washington [Mr.
POINDEXTER].

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President, I only desire to say a
word in regard to the amendment. I am very much inclined
to think that, so far as its actual operation is concerned, the
amendment of the Senator from Massachusetts, which has been
?igstcussed so long and which was adopted, will be a perfect dead
etter.

A short time ago in the tariff bill we undertook to incorporate
a provision diseriminating in favor of American ships. When
it came to put it into operation we were confronted by the
objections of foreign countries based upon our treaties. Similar
objection will undoubtedly be made to this amendment under
what is commonly designated as * the favered-nation clause.”
The result of that objection would not be that immigrants from
other countries would be admitted because those from Belgium
are admitted, but the result would be that the amendment would
not be enforced; it would be, as I have said, a perfect dead
letter,

If there is a real intention to accomplish the objeet set out
in the amendment, and a general provision such as that which
I have just proposed is adopted, which is applicable to any
country in the world coming within those general terms, no
such objection could be made by a foreign country under a
treaty, and it could be put into effect.

I am not particularly concerned about this amendment, but
I do think, if we are going to undertake to extend the benefit
of asylum to the Belgians, we ought to do it in an effective
way. There is no more difficulty in determining who is entitled
to admission into this country under this proposed amendment
than there is to determine who is entitled under half a dozen

other provisions of the bill such as deal with the immigrant’'s
mental condition, his ability to earn a living, whether or not
he is liable to become a public charge, or whether or not he is
psychopathically inferior, or something of that kind which the
bill provides.

The convention between the United States and various other
countries entitled “ Convention respecting the rights and duties
of neutral powers and persons in war on land,” which was
ratified by the United States on February 23, 1009, being trans-
lated contains a list of the signatories to it; and the first one
that I notice in the English translation is “ His Majesty the
German Emperor, King of Prussia,” and the second one is the
“ President of the United States of America.” 8o that the
United States of America, being one of the great signatories of
the convention, has a very substantial ground for making a viola-
tion of it one of the subjects to be considered in its immigra-
tion laws and in determining the qualification of aliens for
admission to this country. Article 1 of this convention is in
the following language:

The territory of neutral powers is inviolable.

Article 2 is in the following language:

Belligerents are forbidden to move ftroops or convoys of elther
munitions of war or supplies across the territory of a neuiral power.

Now, I make bold to say, Mr. President, that in the case of
Belgium both the first and second articles of this convention
have been violated, and citizens of that country would come
within the terms of this amendment. I do not think that there
is any other ecountry at the present time that would be so
subject. I think Belgium stands out as the great solitary ex-
ception in the entire world. But the terms are general; no
one could complain; and it would give effect to this provision.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr, President, I entirely sympathize with
what the Senutor from Washington [Mr. PorNnpexTER] has just
said, and yet I think that all that he has said constitutes a
better matter of argument upon the part of the Government of
the United States, if anybody should raise the favored-nation
clause; if anybody should attempt to raise it, then all we have
to do is to point to those two articles of the treaty which the
Senator has just read and also point {o the treaty of 1830, or
whatever it was, between Prussia and France and Great Britain
neutralizing Belginm. All that is a matter of argument, and
it does not seem to me that the favored-nation c¢lause could be
raised against this provision any more if we fail to mention the
name or merely refer to some article of some treaty or use a
description than if we did mention the name but were able to
prove that Belginm was in this peculiar condition. It seems to
me that all that might very well be relegated to the diplomatists
as a matter of argument, if the question is ever raised, and I
apprehend that it never will be raised.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the adop-
tion of the amendment offered by the Senator from Washington
[Mr. PoINDEXTER].

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Unless there is objection,
the amendments made as in Committee of the Whole will be
concurred in. The Chair hears no objection.

Mr. CUMMINS. I offer the amendment which I send to the
desk as a new section,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be
stated.

The SecRETARY. It is proposed to add as a new section the
following :

8Ec. —. It shall be the duty of the Department of Labor and the De-
partment of Commerce to closely observe the industrial conditions of
the country, and if at any time it shall be the opinlon of either de-
Eartmcnt that the immigrants to be expected in the immedlate future

y reason of their number or character will materially increase the
number of nnemployed people of the United States or redoes our stand-
ard of compensation to wageworkers, the department which so finds or
believés shall at onee report the same directly to Congress, with such
facts as may be at hand and soch reasons as may be pertinent to the
conclusions reached.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina. Mr, President, as that seems
to me in line with the purpose of the bill, as chairman of the
committee I am perfectly willing to accept the amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The guestion is on the adop-
tion of the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read the third time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore,
sage of the bill

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. On that question I ask for
the yeas and nays. The yeas and nays were ordered, and the
Secretary proceeded to call the roll.

The question is on the pas-
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Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (when his name was called). I
have a general pair with the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr.
StoNe]. In his absence I withhold my vote.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore (when the name of Mr.
CrarkE of Arkansas was called). I am paired with the junior
Senator from Utah [Mr. SurmErrLasp]. He is absent, and as
I am not advised as to how he would vote if present, I with-
hold my vote.

Mr. CRAWFORD (when his name was called), I transfer my
pair with the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. LEA] to the
genlcﬁ Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pexrose] and vote

yea.”

Mr. BRYAN (when Mr. FLETCHER'S name was cilled). My
colleague [Mr. FLErcuer] is absent on business of the Senate.
He is paired with the junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Waz-
ReN]. If my colleague were present, he would vote “ yea.”

Mr. MYERS (when his name was called). I transfer my
pair with the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLean] to the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CamMpex] and vote “ yea.”

Mr. OLIVER (when Mr. PENROSE'S name was called). My
colleague [Mr. Pexrosg] is absent from the Senate on account
of illness. He stands paired on this vote with the senior Sena-
tor from Tennessee [Mr, Lea]. If my colleagne were present
and at liberty to vote, he would vote “ yea.”
© Mr. PITTMAN (when Mr. SAULSBURY'S name was called). I
am requested to state that the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
SAvLsBURY] is absent on official business and that he is paired
with the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr].

Mr. VARDAMAN (when his name was called). I have an
understanding with the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BorAu], with
whom I am paired, and I vote *“ yea.”

Mr. WALSH (when his name was called). I am paired with
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Lrrpirr]. I transfer that
pair to the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Newranps] and vote
" nay."

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (when Mr. WARREN'S name was
ealled). My colleague [Mr. Warrex] is unavoidably absent
from the city. He is paired with the Senator from Florida [Mr.
FLETCHER].

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEN-
®osE], but in consequence of information given me by his col-
league and by the Senator from Massachusetts, and in conse-
quence of a telegram received by his secretary from him, I
know that he would vote “yea’ if present. I therefore con-
gider myself freed from the pair, and I vote “ yea.”

Mr. SWANSON. I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr.
MarTIN of Virginin] is detained from the Senate on account of
illness in his family. If he were present, he would vote * yea.”
He is paired with the junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. SHER-
MAN], who I understand would vote “ nay.”

Mr. CLAPP. ' While I made the statement early this morning,
I think it is only proper to repeat it, that the senior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. LA Forierre] is unavoidably detained at
his home on account of a death in his family.

Mr. GALLINGER. I am requested to announce that the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. SHERMAN] is detained from the Sen-
ate on account of illness in his family, and, as announced by
the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swansox], he is paired
with the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. MARTIN].

Mr. DILLINGHAM (after having voted in the affirmative).
I find that the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Surra], with
whom I have a pair, is absent. So I transfer my pair with that
Senator to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Brapy] and allow my
vote to stand.

Mr, JAMES. I desire to state that my colleague [Mr. Cax-
DEN] is necessarily absent from the Senate and is paired. I am
informed by his secretary that he has received a telegram from
him stating that if he were present he would vote for the bill

Mr. REED. I transfer my pair with the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. SymiTH] to the Senator from Illinois [Mr, Lewis] and
Yote e My’n .

Mr. ASHURST. I rige to announce that my colleague [Mr.
SayitH of Arizona) is unavoidably absent, and that, if present,
he would vote in favor of the bill

Mr. GALLINGER. I am requested to announce the following
pairs:

* The Senator from Maine [Mr. BuriLeica] with the Senafor
from New Hampshire [Mr. HorLris];

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CatroN] with the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. OwWEN];

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. pu Poxt] with the Senator
from Texas [Mr. CULBERSON];

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Farr] with the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. CHILTON];

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr, Gorr] with the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. TrLLMAN]; and

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. StepHENSON] with the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. THoMPsON].

The result was announced—yeas 50, nays T, as follows:

YEAS—50.
Ashurst Hitcheock Oliver Smith, 8. C,
Bristow Hughes Overman Sterling
Bryan James Page wanson
Burton_ Johnson Perkins Thomas
Chambérlain Jones Pittman Thornton
Clapp Kenyon Polndexter Townsend
Crawford Kern Pomerene Vardaman
Cummins Lane binson Weeks
Dillingham Lee, Ma Root .White
Gallinger Lodge Shafroth Willlams
Gore Myers Sheppard Works
Gronna Nelson Simmons
Hardwick Norris Smith, Ga.

NAYS—T.
Brandegee Martine, N. J. Ransdell Walsh
MceCumber 0'Gorman HReed

NOT VOTING—39.

Bankhead Culberson -McLean Smith, Md.
Borah du Pont Martin, Va. Smith, Mich,
Brady Fall Newlands Bmoot
Burleigh Fletcher Owen Stephenson
Camden Goft Penrose Stone
Catron Hollis Baulsbury Sutherland
Chilton La Follette Sherman Thompson
Clark, Wyo. Lea, Tenn Bhields Tillman
Clarke, Ark. Lewlis Shively Warren
Colt Lippitt Smith, Ariz.

So the bill was passed.
HOUSE BILL REFERRED.

H.R.19906. An act making appropriations for the service of
the Post Office Depariment for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1916, and for other purposes, was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. ROOT presented petitions of sundry citizens of New York,
praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the exporta-
tion of ammunition, etc., which were referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations,

Mr. OLIVER presented a memorial of Liberty Grange, No.
1182, Patrons of Husbandry, of Port Allegany, Pa., remonstrat-
ing against the enactment of legislation rlacing the delivery of
mail in rural districts upon a eontract basis, which was referred
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. NORRIS presented a petition of the Western Swedish
Conference of the Methodist Episcopal Church, of Ong, Nebr,,
praying for national prohibition, which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented the petition of Mrs. H. J. Matthews, of
Burwell, Nebr., praying for the enactment of legislation to in-
crease the pensions of widows of Civil War veterans, which was
referred to the Committee on Pensions.

Mr. KERN presented a petition of 136 citizens of Bremen,
Ind., praying for the prohibition of the exportation of ammuni-
tion, etc., which was referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

He also presented a memorial of sundry ecitizens of West
Terre Haute and Goshen, Ind., remonstrating against the trans-
mission of anti-Catholie publicationsg through the mail, which
were referred o the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented a petition of Frank Britton Camp, United
Spanish War Veterans, of Crawfordsville, Ind., praying for the
enactment of legislation to grant pensions to widows and or-
phans of Spanish War veterans, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Elkhart,
Ind., praying for the enactment of legislation to ereate a volun-
teer officers’ retired list, which was ordered to lie on the table.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED,

Bills and a joint resclution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. GRONNA:

A bill (8. 7102) granting a pension te John E. HHalaas (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN:

A bill (8. 7T103) for the relief of W. R. Wells; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

A bill (8. T104) granting a pension to John Hamilton (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McCLEAN:

A bill (8. 7T105) granting a pension to Sue F. B. Prindle (with
accompanying papers) ; and
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A bill (8. 7108) granting an increase of pension to Susan
fwryﬂut (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
ns.

By Mr. JAMES:

A bill (8. 7107) to authorize the construction of a bridge
across the Ohio River at Metropolis, Ill.; to the Committee on
Commerce,

By Mr. POMERENE:

A Dbill (8. T108) to authorize the purchase or construction of
gix new  vessels, with all necessary egquipment, for the Coast
and Geodetic Survey, and providing for additional surveys by
the Coast and Geodetic Survey; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. PITTMAN:

A bill (8. 7109) to encourage the reclamation of certain arid
lands in the State of Nevada, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. THOMAS:

A bill (8. 7110) granting an increase of pension to Mary Jane
Drew; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. MYERS:

A bill (8. T111) granting a pension to George A. Atkinson;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. TOWNSEND :

A bill (8. 7112) authorizing and directing the Secretary of
War to muster Dr. John A. Bobb, deceased, a brigade surgeon,
with rank of major; from assistant surgeon (with accompany-
ing papers) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

A bill (8. 7T113) granting an increase of pension to Charles
B. Rogers (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee
Pensions. .

By Mr. TOWNSEND (for Mr. S8yiTH of Michigan) :

A bill (8. T114) for the relief of Ethel Proctor (with accom-
panying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 7115) granting an increase of pension to Benjamin
8. Wilbur (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 7118) granting a pension to Sarah Spencer (with
accompanying papers) ; :

A bill (8. T117) granting an increase of pension to Fernando
W. Moon (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (S. 7118) granting a pension to Lola I Pope (with
accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 7119) granting an increase of pension to Imogene
M. Burke (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. STERLING :

A bill (8. 7120) for the relief of persons making simultaneous
settlements on the same tract of the public lands; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands.

By Mr. HARDWICK :

A bill (8. 7121) for the relief of the heirs of Solomon Cohen;
and

A bill (8. 7122) for the relief of the legal representatives of
Henry D. Geddings; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. GALLINGER :

A bill (8. 7123) to create a tariff board; to the Committee on
Finance.

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 21T) to repeal an act entitled
“An act to reduce tariff doties and to provide revenue for the
Government, and for other purposes,” approved October 3, 1913;
to the Committes on Finance.

. AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS,

Mr. MYERS submitted an amendment proposing to appro-
riate $26,000 for the purchase of a tract of land known as the
cauley ranch, adjoining the United States Army post at Fort
Missoula, Mont., for the use and benefit of the post as a target
range, ete., intended to be proposed by him to the Army appro-
priation bill (H. R. 20347) which was referred to the Committee
on Military Affairs and ordered to be printed.
Mr. JONES submitted an amendment propesing to appro-
priate $27,500 for assistance to the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the Committee on Commerce, the Committee on the Dis-

trict of Columbia, ete., of one clerk each at $2,750, etc., intended |

to be proposed by him to the legislative, ete., appropriation bill
(H. R. 19909), which was referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations and ordered to be printed.

THE MERCHANT MARINE.

Mr. GALLINGER. Senate Document No, 225, Sixfieth Con-
gress, first session, entitled “ Development of the American
Ocean Mail Service and American Commerce,” is out of print,
and there have been many calls for it. I move that 1,000
copies be printed for the use of the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. KERN. I move that the Senate adjourn.

‘The motion was agreed to, and (at 5 o'clock and 40 minntes
p. m., Saturday, January 2, 1915) the Senate adjounrned until
Monday, January 4, 1915, at 12 o’clock m,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

Sarurpay, January 2, 1915,

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

We bless, praise, and magnify Thy holy name, O God our
Father, for the continuation of Thy gifts unto the children of
men. In the sweep of time another year has passed into history,
and we most earnestly pray that we may be the better preparad
by its experiences to enter upon the new year, that it may bring
to all Thy children peace, happiness. and good will, that Thy
kingdom may be advanced and Thy will be done in every heartf.
In the name and spirit of Him who taught us life and the im-
mortality of the soul. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Thursday was read and
approved.

CHARLES A. COULSON.

Mr. HAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 13698, to correct the
military record of Charles A. Coulson, and concur in the amend-
ment of the Senate.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the bill by title.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. R.13698. A blll to correet tHe military record of Charles A.
Coulson,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? '

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was read.

The Senate amendment was agreed to.

INDIAN APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole Honse on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. B.
20150, the Indian appropriation bill.

The motion was agreed fo.

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the
Whele House on the state of the Union, with Mr, Bygxs of
Tennessee in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the
Whole for the further consideration of the bill of which the
Clerk will read the title.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H. R. 20150) making ap}:roprlntinns for the current and com-
tingent expenses of the Burean of Indian Affairs, for fulfilling treaty
stipulations with various Indian tribes, and for other purposes, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1916.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas
ylelded one hour to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Moss],
and he has not occupied the whole of that fime.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana is recognized
for 30 minutes.

Mr. MOSS of Indiana. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen, I
sympathize with those who express impatience at the progress

' of rural-credit legislation, but I can not believe it possible that

this legislation will be agreed to by the House without a full
discussion of the principles which necessarily will give shape
to the measure that will finally be adopted. I have been
scrupulously careful to avoid any personal references which
in any way can reflect to the discredit of any Member. I trust
that it will not be consicered discourteous, while I am dis-
cussing a principle applying to the entire subject of mortgage
banking and not the provision of any particular bill, if I
should prefer to continue until I shall have presented the argu-
ments as I have prepared them without yielding to any gen-
tleman on the floor, :

When I was discussing the Moss bill and the Bulkley bill
I was glad to yield to Members, even to the extent of being
taken off the floor by the discussion that ensued before my

| remarks were conciluded. Bnt I am discussing no particular

bill now, and I trust I may be permitted to continue in a con-
nected manner.

We now turn fo the land-purchase act of Ireland which has
been cited as a reason why our Government should extend
direct financial assistance to the proposed system of mortgage
banks. The activities of 8ir Horace Plunkett and of his asso-
ciates who organized the Irish Agricultural Ofganization Soci-
ety are not projected toward the granting of land-mortgage
eredit, but to the organization of personal credit and of coop-

Mr. Chairman, Thursday I
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